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CURRENT TOPICS, 


THurspay was again largely a dies non at the Royal Courts, 
Neither the Oourt of Appeal nor the King’s Bench Division 
held any sitting on that dey, and in the Chancery Division only 
the courts of Byawgz and Farwatt, JJ., were open. a 
to the statements which appeared in the dail ly 

to Thursday, only three members of the bonrt. of ye | 
intended to be present at the opening of Parliament, so that 
one of the divisions might have sat; and it may perhaps be 
humbly suggested that a smaller representation of the ro A 
of the High Court would not have appreciabiy robbed the scene 
at the House of Lords of its splendour, and might have conduced 
to the comfort of the judicial representatives present, in the 
matter of accommodation. 





Wits REGARD to the question which was recently raised by 
a correspondent (ante, p. 236) as to whether, under section 26 
of the Uompanies Act, 1862, as amended by section 19 of th 
Companies Act, 1900, a formed in the month of 
— last, must send to the ey od the list and 
summary required by section 26, s Fi aia e yp = Aenl and 
debenture debt, and the directors the 
with section 19, and made up to the Siet of te ory Rede say ey 
we understand that the holds that companies men Bin 
in December /ast are not hable to make any return for the year 
1900, but will have, in due course, to make their returns for the 
present year at a date subsequent to the first annual meeting. 
it will be remembered that this is the course we s 
our comments (ante, p. 234) on our correspondent’s letter. 





E 


Ws HAVE BEEN favoured with an early copy of the draft of a 
new order as to fees payable in county court proceedings. 

draft must, before it can become operative, be notified to both 
Houses of Parliament within ten days from the commencemen’ 


o 


f th t after th i 
section 165 of the County Courts a 1088. The principle 
cana ae ad 


on an ad valorem scale. 
ee 
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the new — 
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. which it is evident that the effect will be to reduce, in some 
cases, the fees payable in county court proceedings. In proof 
of this we may mention that, in future, without the payment 
of a hearing fee, one adjournment will be permitted before the 
case is opened, though the fee will have to be paid if a second 
adjournment be granted (Schedule A, pars. 10 and 25); that, 
with certain exceptions, where in an action for a debt or liquidated 
demand the defendant does not appear, one half of the fee paid 
by the plaintiff for the hearing of the plaint will be returned to 
the plaintiff by the registrar of the court, less, when the claim 
or demand does not exceed 40s., the sum of 1s., and, when the 
claim or demand exceeds 40s., the sum of 2s. (Schedule A, 
par. 12); that no fees are to be payable on applications for 
costs in cases in which money paid into court is accepted in 
satisfaction of the claim (Schedule A, par. 15); and that pro- 
ceedings taken under section 48 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
for the protection of officers of the court against persons assault- 
ing them or rescuing goods taken in execution are to be 
altogether exempt from fees (Schedule A, par. 20). Besides 
effecting these alterations, and many others, the new order 
reduces materially the fees payable on judgment summonses 
(Schedule A, par. 22). 





Toe Orper also regulates the poundage on the issue 
of warrants and in many other cases (Schedule A, pars. 21, 
22, 23, 24, 26, et seg.) ; prescribes the fees payable on com- 
mitment orders of the county courts (Schedule A, par, 26); 
fixes the fees payable on proceedings taken in court under 
the Agricultural Holdings Acts, 1883 to 1900, and kindred 
Acts (Schedule A, pars. 41 and 42); and provides that the 
same fees shall be taken in proceedings under section 11 of 
the Companies Act, 1867, under the Companies (Memorandum 
of Association) Act, 1890, or the Companies Act, 1898, as in pro- 
ceedings under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. Certain 
fees are also increased, but perhaps the most remarkable feature of 
the new order is that which concerns set-off and counterclaims. 
At present, no fees are payable on set-off or counterclaim, and, 
as these not unfrequently exceed the plaintiff's demand, claims 
for considerable amounts are now sometimes heard and decided 
on payment of very inadequate fees. Under the new order, 
however, the principle is adopted of treating set-off or counter- 
claim as an sa 9 action, and requiring a defendant claiming 
a set-off or raising a counterclaim to pay fees thereon as in an 
original action, less the fees payable by the plaintiff. The 
effect of this change will most probably be to discourage the 
setting up of counterclaims devoid of real foundation. In 
Schedule B the fees payable to registrars and high bailiffs 
generally, and also in equitable, Admiralty, and other proceed- 
ings are prescribed. In this connection it should be stated that 
there is an express provision in this schedule that the fees 

ibed in equitable actions or matters shall not be payable 
in proceedings in which the court exercises its powers under the 
Money-Lenders Act, 1900, s. 1. As the draft order under 
consideration has not yet, it seems, been subscribed by the 
Treasury Commissioners or approved by the Lord Chancellor, 
it may, we presume, still be modified, and it does not there- 
fore seem desirable to _ it at —— though it seems 
=— that it will be laid before Parliament in its present 





Tue vecision of the Court of Appeal in Re De Falbe (Times, 
8th inst.) will probably be found to have a considerable influence 
upon the law of fixtures, especially as between tenant for life 
and remainderman, though the different grounds given for the 
decision may perhaps cause some confusion. In cases of fixtures 
there are two questions to be answered: first, is the article a 
fixture at all in the sense of being affixed to the freehold, and 
hence, under the general law, irremovable except by an owner 
in fee? and if so, does it fall within any of the exceptions which 
admit of its being removed? The first question, again, depends 
on two considerations: first, the mode of anaexation—whether 
the article can be easily removed or no, without injury to itself 
or to the fabric of the oe and secondly, the object of the 
annexation, whether it is the permanent improvement 
of the building, or only for a temporary purpose, and 








for the more complete enjoyment of the article as a 
chattel: Hellawell v. Eastwood (6 Ex. 295). Of course, if 
the article is so firmly attached that it cannot be removed 
without serious injury to itself or the building, the second point 
does not arise, nor is any further inquiry necessary. The 
article is a fixture, and no exception operates in favour of its 
removal. It is when the article, though attached to the 
building, can be easily removed—or in exceptional cases where 
it is not attached at all—that the question as to the object of 
the annexation has to be answered; and, if answered so as to 
render the article a fixture, it has then to be considered whether 
it falls under any of the recognized exceptions to the general 
rule of irremovability. In Re De Falbe the question arose with 
respect to ten pieces of tapestry which had been introduced for 
the decoration of a mansion-house by the tenant for life, three 
being placed in the hall and seven in the drawing-room. The 
tapestries in the hall were placed in oak frames, and the frames 
were attached to the wall hardly more securely than ordinary 
picture frames. The tapestries in the drawing-room were not in 
frames, but were stretched between strips of wood nailed to the 


wall. They were thus sufficiently attached to the building to 


be easily treated as fixtures if such treatment was warranted by 
the object of the annexation, while, on the other hand, they 
were not so firmly attached as to forbid removal without damage 
to themselves and without material damage to the building. 





THE QUESTION as to the removal of the tapestries by the 
executors of the tenant for life was therefore the same as that 
which arose in D’ Hyncourt v. Gregory (L. R. 3 Eq. 382). The 
tapestries in that case had been affixed to the walls in a similar 
manner, and Romitty, M.R., held that they were not removable 
by the persons to whom the tenant for life, who had placed 
them there, had bequeathed them. The ground of the decision 
seems to have been that they were an essential part of the decora- 
tion of the room. In other words, the presumption in favour of 
their being fixtures raised by their attachment to the building 
was strengthened by the circumstance that they were attached 
for the permanent improvement of the building and not for their 
better enjoyment as chattels. In the present case of Re De Falbe 
Byerve, J., acted on the authority of D’ Zyncourt v. Gregory, and 
held that the seven tapestries in the drawing room were fixtures 
and not removable by the executors of the tenant for life, but 
that the three in the hall were not fixtures and were removable. 
The Court of Appeal (Riasy, Vaueuan Wituiams, and Srreuine, 
L.JJ.) have reversed this decision as to the seven tapestries and 
have in effect overruled D'Eyncourt v. Gregory. According to 
Vavueuan Wituiams, L.J., these tapestries were not fixtures at 
all, since they were not affixed to the building for the improve- 
ment of the building, but only for the enjoyment of the 
tapestries as chattels; and there was no more fixing than was 
necessary for such enjoyment. Having arrived at this result, 
his lordship of course held that they were removable. The 
grounds of Srieuime, L.J.’s, judgment are not stated in the 
report before us, but Ricsy, L.J., found it necessary to 
go a step further. Assuming that the tapestries were 
fixtures, he held that they fell within the exception which 
allows of the removal of fixtures which are articles of ornament. 
How far, if at all, this exception prevails as between tenant for 
life and remainderman has hitherto been a matter of consider- 
able doubt (see Amos & Ferard on Fixtures (3rd ed.), p. 184), 
and certainly it would not have been safe to say that it could be 
applied as freely as in a case of landlord and tenant. The same 
uncertainty has existed in cases between the executor and the 
heir or devisee of a tenant in fee, though in the old case of 
Beck v. Rebow (2 P. Wms. 94) tapestries were allowed to be 
removed as against the devisee of the house as being matter of 
ornament. ‘The judgment of -Ricsy, L.J., fiowever, ia the 
present case seems to regard these di-tinctions as non-existent, 
and he held that the exception applies wherever an article has 
been affixed to the freehold simply for the purpose of orna- 
mentation. If it should appear that all distinctions as to the 
relaxation of the law of fixtures as regards tenant for years, 
executors of tenant for life, and executors of tenant in fee have 
disappeared, the law will have. undergone a very important 
simplification, though it would be premature to say at present, 
that this is the effect of the learned Lord Justice’s judgment. 
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A quxsTION of some practical importance, as to the right of} be the conviction of the guilty and the protection of the 


the incumbent of a parish to vote at an election of the people’s| public. 


f course no one would like to see the French 


churchwarden, was decided last week by Wit1s and CuANNELL, | system of judicial and ——w cross-examination intro- 


JJ., in Reg. v. The Bishop of Salisbury. The bishop had refused | duced into this country. T. 


at system is as abhorrent to 


to swear in a Mr. Vine as churchwarden of a Dorsetshire parish| the minds of Englishmen as inquiry by torture. The 


on the ground that he had not been duly elected. 


In the| mere questioning of a s 


ted person, however, with due 


absence of any local Act or special custom dealing with the | warning and with no obligation upon him to answer, only tends 


matter, the rule of the common law (adopted in the 89th 
canon) is that churehwardens are appointed by the joint 
consent of the incumbent and the parishioners, and that fail- 
ing such consent, one is appointed by the incumbent and 
another by the parishioners. In the present case the 
incumbent had appointed his churchwarden, and Mr. 
Ving and another were nominated at a vestry meeting as 
candidates for _ ere by the parishioners. A poll was 
taken, and Mr. Vive received twenty-three votes as against 
twenty-nine given to the other candidate. The votes were 
given according to the scale prescribed by the Vestries Act, 
1818, the number of votes of each voter being regulated by his 
assessment to the poor rate. The incumbent, who (if entitled 
to vote at all) was entitled to six votes, added these to Mr. Vinz’s 
twenty-three, thus making the numbers equal; he then gave 
his casting vote under section 2 of the Act of 1818 in favour 
of Mr. Vuvz, and declared him to be duly elected. The 
question was whether the common law rule embodied in 
the canon had been abrogated by the Act so that the incumbent, 
although he had appointed his own churchwarden, was entitled 
to take part in the election of the people’s warden, and to vote 
as @ parishioner and also to give a casting vote as chairman. 
There is distinct authority that the 89th canon truly states the 
common law ; this is recognized in Reg. v. Allen (L. R. 8 Q. B. 
69), and in Stoughton v. Reynolds (2 Str. 1045, decided in 
1735), Lord Harpwickze said: “As to the vicar, he 
seems to have no share in the election of the second church- 
warden nor to have any right to preside.’ The Act of 
1818 deals with vestry meetings generally, and contains 
no specific reference to the election of churchwardens. It 
provides for the method of voting by the inhabitants, and 
it recognizes the right of the minister or incumbent to preside, 
if age and gives to the presiding chairman a casting. vote, 
to be used in cases of an equality of votes in addition to his 
original vote or votes. The decision of the Divisional Court 
was that under the common law the incumbent is subject toa 
legal incapacity to vote as a parishioner at an election of people’s 
churchwarden, and that the Act of 1818 did not remove that 
incapacity. The provisions of that Act as to voting at ordinary 
vestry meetings do not apply to him as an inhabitant, though it 
may have the effect of giving him a casting vote in cases of 
equality. This decision is in accordance with good sense. An 
incumbent who has had the sole appointment of one church- 
warden ought not to be entitled to join with his parishioners in 
the appointment of the other, unless to avoid the deadlock which 
would be produced by an equality of votes. 





Comments have been recently made by a leading metropolitan 
police magistrate, and also previously by other magistrates, 
severely criticizing the matted employed by the officials of the 
Post Office in investigating criminal charges against servants of 
that department. Many persons of experience in the administra- 
tion of the criminal law will probably refuse to indorse these 
criticisms. The course pursued, which is objected to, seems to 
be this: The officer entrusted with an inquiry, after investigating 
the matter and having his suspicions directed to a certain person, 
interviews that person and puts questions to him; the officer, 
however, seems in every case to tell the suspected person 
in the first place that his answers may be subsequently 
used against him. The questioning of the suspected man 
frequently leads to his conviction and to the recov of 
stolen property. It leads also, probably, not infrequentty to 
the suspected person clearing his character and explaining what 
looked suspicious, 1t is submitted that there is no real cause for 
objecting to thie course. Any objection, to be good, must be 
founded on the ground that such ure tends to defeat the 


ends of j i i 
The to and to lead to the conviction of the innocent. 


to bring crime home to the right door, and often leads to the 

clearing of a person wrongly suspected. With all respect to 

those judges and magistrates who so strongly object to the 

questicning of a suspected person, their opinions seem to be a 

relic of the contest (now ended for ever) over the propriety of 

allowing accused persons to give evidence. It is very difficult 

to see why a guilty man should be so carefully protected from 

what is known as ‘‘ giving himself away,” nor have the magis- 

trates who have made these objections ever clearly formulated 

the reasons for their objections. They say it is ‘un- 

English,” that it is “ monstrous,” and so forth. But why? 

An innocent man would probably be only too glad to have 

the opportunity of being questioned before being prosecuted, 

and of giving his version of the suspicious facts, thereby per- 

haps clearing himself without any unpleasant publicity. A 

uilty man, on the other hand, has no real cause of complaint 
cause he is put in an awkward position by his own wicked act, 
He must either refuse to answer the questions, which is sus- 
picious ; or tell lies, which will probably be found out, and 
re-act against him ; or tell the truth and convict himself. It is 
an awkward position, but he surely does not deserve much pity. 
Of course a confession to a person in authority may not be 
proved in evidence against a person unless it is voluntary. But 
this means that the confession to be admissible must not have 
been obtained by any inducement, threat, or promise. There is 
no law against asking a question without holding out any 
inducement or making any threat. If a master suspects his 
servant of having stolen something, will anyone venture to say 
he must not ask the servant any questions? If he dismisses the 
servant because of his suspicion without giving him a chance of 
explaining, he is acting unfairly. Is he to abstain from asking 
questions because the answers may be unfavourable to the 
servant? The question is absurd. And if the servant 
gives incriminating answers, is the master to lock them 
up in his own breast and keep silencethereon? This is also 
pdt y Certainly no threat or inducement must be used, 
To allow that would be and might approach 
very nearly to examination by torture. But a master is perfectly 
right to question a suspected servant and to make subsequent 
use of his answers ; and, it is submitted, the inquiry officers of 
the Post Office are quite as much justified in questioning a 
suspected letter-carrier, provided they do so openly and fairly, 
with full warning and without threats or promises. Certainly 
it is of the greatest importance to the publie to ensure the safety 
of the post. 





Te pecision of the Court of Appeal in Zaf Vale Railway Co, 
v. Amalgamated Society of Railway (1901, 1 Q. B. 170), 
that a trade union cannot be sued under its registered 
neme has been quickly followed by another decision which 
will not be so acceptable to those bodies. In Linater v. 
Hewlett and Others the trustees of the same society were sued 
in respect of a libel contained in a newspaper, of which the 
trustees were the regi proprietors, and judgment was 
given against the defendants for £1,000, by Marsew, J., 
in accordance with the verdict of the jury. The question 
was then raised whether the trustees were entitled to be 
indemnified out of the funds of the society. The learned judge 
has decided this question against the society. The newspaper 
in question, although regi in the name of the trustees or 
one of them, has always been treated in the statutory reports 
and accounts of the society as one of their assets. Section 9 of 
the Trade Unions Act, 1871, expressly authorizes the trustees to 


bring and defend actions ‘touching or concerning eke ee 





ts, however, seem to be quite the opposite, and to 
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‘ ase were relied on in support of this contention, but the decision 
in that case does not touch the question at issue, and Maruew, 
J., felt free to decide that an action for damages for tort is an 
action touching the property of the society. A further point 
raised was that the conduct of a newspaper was wlira vires 
of the society; but the objects of the society, set out in 
its rules as required by the Act of 1871 (section 14 and 
Schedule I., rule 2), include “ to improve the condition and pro- 
tect the interests of its members,” and it was to these objects 
that the newspaper in question was devoted. Maruew, J., 
therefore, held that the management of a newspaper of this kind 
was within the powers of the society, and the newspaper was 
part of its property, and that the trustees were entitled to be 
indemnified in respect of the action out of the funds of the 
society. The decision will no doubt be the subject of an appeal, 
but it appears to stand upon sound principle. 





THE CONSIDERED judgment of the Divisional Court (the Presi- 
dent and Gorztt Barnezs, J.) in Pickavance v. Pickavance (1901, P. 
60) is important, because in principle it applies not only to 

ings under the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) 
Act, 1895, upon which that case was founded, but to all pro- 
ceedings taken in accordance with the Summary Jurisdiction 
Acts. The broad question which arose for decision was, 
what is the effect of the withdrawal of a summons? 
Does it put an end, not merely to that particular 
summons, but also to the complaint upon which it 
was founded? Now, it is to be remembered that a com- 
— cannot put an end toa criminal proceeding by with- 
wal of a summons without the consent of the court. In 
Pickavance v. Pickavance it was held that upon such withdrawal 
the complaint upon which the summons is founded necessarily 
falls to the ground, and therefore the court cannot issue a fresh 
summons grounded on the same complaint. The point is one 
which is not covered by authority, but there can be no doubt 
that the decision is a sound one. It accords with the principle 
in civil cases that a consent order is a bar to further proceedings 
founded on the same cause of action. Moreover, it would be 
intolerable, especially in cases under guasi-criminal statutes, 
such as the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, 
ne could be kept hanging over a man’s head almost 
indefinitely. The effect of allowing a subsequent summons to 
be founded on the same ground of complaint would practically 
abolish the statutory limit for the institution of proceedings 
which is ibed by section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction 
Act, 1848, as six months. Unless the court were very vigilant 
&@ summons might be withdrawn from time to time while a case 
was being bolstered up. The decision in Pickavance vy. Pickavance 
is therefore both just and salutary, and, as it is a new point, 
should be carefully noted. 





Tue Masrzr who made the order in the case of Montrie v. 
Mitchell (reported elsewhere), which reached the Court of Appeal 
this week, seems to have rather misconceived the scope of the 
functions of the official solicitor. The plaintiff, suing im formd 
genes, applied under R. 8S. C. ord. 16, r. 26, for a solicitor to 

i to him, and the Master made an order assigning the 
Official solicitor to him. This order was discharged by Mr, 
Justice Day, and his decision was upheld by the Court of 
Appeal. Ord. 16, r. 26, although wide enough to include the 
official solicitor, was never intended to include him. The rule 
has a very ancient origin, being, in fact, almost in terms a 

uction of an order in existence since 1661. But the 

ial solicitor is quite a recent creation, being the successor of 

the solicitor to the Suitors’ Fee Fund Account appointed in 
1836. It would be obviously embarrassing to the official solicitor, 
not to say intolerable, if whenever a plaintiff suing in formd 


* 


pau, had no solicitor to propose, the pauper could success- 
1 pane to have the official solicitor assigned to him. The 


pauper plaintiff ought, when he applies under rule 26, to supply 


case it is the official solicitor who generally takes the initiative. 
However, the proper course would seem to be that the Master 
should, in such cases, apply to the official solicitor, who should 
have an opportunity of considering the case and declining to 
take it up. 





In THe casz of Ruthven v. De Bour, an action for libel tried 
before Mr. Justice Rimiey on the 8th inst., the plaintiff, who 
conducted his own case, asked in cross-examination one of the 
witnesses, a Roman Catholic priest, whether a priest who heard 
confessions was not bound to put certain questions to those 
who confessed. This question was perhaps put in an 
offensive manner, but it was primd facie merely a question 
as to the usage of the Roman Catholic priesthood. The 
witness thereupon asked the judge whether he was bound 
to answer the question, and the judge, according to 
the newspaper reports, replied, ‘‘No,” and (addressing the 
plaintiff) said, “You are not entitled to ask what questions 
priests put in the confessional or the answers given.” This 
decision is somewhat perplexing. There has been much 
discussion as to whether a Roman Catholic priest who gives 
evidence in the English courts can be compelled to disclose any 
fact which he only knows through being told of it in confession, 
and the general tendency of the decisions is to hold that even in 
these circumstances the witness has no privilege. But it will be 
observed that the decision of Mr. Justice Riptey goes much 
further, and suggests a privilege as to the usage of the priest- 
hood of which we can find no trace in any law book. The 
action was apparently not one to excite much sympathy, and 
the plaintiff had not the assistance of counsel, but it is im- 
portant that no question of privilege should be decided without 
careful consideration. 





THERE HAs been during the past fortnight what we think is a 
repetition of the advertisements of the two applications for 
registration with absolute title to which we last referred. If we 
are correct in this supposition, the numbers of advertised appli- 
cations stand at eleven in sixteen weeks, 








WHAT CONSTITUTES INFRINGEMENT OF A 
PATENT. 


A curious phase of this question was discussed in a case, or 
rather a series of cases, which were recently argued before the 
Court of Appeal, and those interested in patent law were 
awaiting the judgment of the Court of Appeal with considerable 
interest, especially as Lord AtvERsTONE was presiding on the 
occasion. Now, however, it transpires that the litigation has 
been compromised, and consequently the judgment of the Court 
of Appeal will not be pronounced. In the cases in question to 
which we refer the Saccuariy Corporation were plaintiffs, and 
they sued among others Rzrrmzyrr & Oo. for infringement of 
a certain patent, the infringement consisting in importing 
certain saccharin into this country. Now the patent in question 
was not a patent for saccharin, but it was a patent for the 
manufacture of ortho-toluene-sulpho-chloride, which in the 
interests of brevity we will hereinafter refer to as toluene. 
Toluene was one of the most important elements employed in 
the manufacture of the imported saccharin, but in the course 
of the manufacture the toluene was changed and no longer 
existed as toluene. Mr. Justice Oozens-Hanrpy held in effect 
that the saccharin infringed the plaintiffs’ patent (17 R. P. O. 
611), but in so holding he simply followed, without discussing 
it, the decision of Mr. Justice Bucxizy in the case of 
the Saccharin Corporation vy. Anglo-Continental Chemical Works 
(17 R. P. O. 307), In deciding that dealing with the saccharin 
was an infringement of this patent, Buckuzy, J., went upon the 
ground that the grant in letters patent is a grant to the 
atentee to make, use, excise, and vend the invention, and to 
ve and enjoy the whole profit and advantage by reason of the 
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patented process was used, the patentee was deprived of some 
part of the whole profit and advantage of the invention, and 
the importer was indirectly making use of the invention. 

Assuming for the moment that this principle is right, the 
question is, how far does it extend? In the arguments in the 
abortive appeal, this sort of case was put. Suppose a patent 
was granted to A. for a particular process of making salt. 
B. makes salt according to that process, without the licence 
of A. ©. buys the salt, and with it makes hydro- 
chloric acid. D. buys the hydrochloric acid, which was 
made, and uses it to engrave a plate. E. buys the plate 
and prints from it. FF. buys one of the prints—who are 
infringers? B. and O. clearly, but are D., E., and F. infringers ? 
Common sense would certainly say No! but on the other hand it 
may be said that each of them deprives the patentee of some 
part of the whole profit and advantage of his invention and 
therefore indirectly uses the invention. The fact is that in this 
imaginary case and in other similar cases the lin® must be 
drawn somewhere, but the question is— Where is it to be drawn? 
We do not think that any hard and fast line can be laid down, 
but that each case must depend upon its own circumstances. It 
surely must be impossible to say that every article into the 
composition or manufacture of which something made in 
infringement of a patent is used constitutes in itself an 
infringement of that patent ; otherwise this sort of thing might 
happen :—A confectioner buys some jam for the purpose of 
using it in his business. This jam was made with sugar, one- 
tenth of which sugar was made in infringement of a patented 
process and the other nine-tenths were not. It would seem 
ludicrous to say that the confectioner infringed the patent. 

Although the appeals to which we have referred proved 
abortive, it is much to be hoped that the question will come 
again before the Court of Appeal, and that we shall get the 
benefit of the views of that court upon the point. When, however, 
the point comes before a court of first instance we anticipate 
that such court will consider itself bound by, and will follow, the 
decision of Bucxuzy, J., adopted by Cozzns-Harpy, J., to which 
we have referred. 

Another phase of the question.of infringement came before 
the Court of Appeal last December, and in this case there was a 
decision. The question there involved was—Under what circum- 
stances does possession of an infringing article amount to an 
infringement ? In that case (British Motor Syndicate v. Taylor & 
Sons (17 R. P. 0. 728) ) the defendants had purchased twenty- 
seven infringing machines; some time before action they sold 
eight of the twenty-seven in the market, and they sent the other 
nineteen abroad, where they were sold. It was contended that 
there was no infringement in respect of these nineteen, but 
Srraive, J., held that there was infringement, and the Court 
of Appeal upheld his decision. Lord Atversronz, L.C.J., 
said “ the facts being that the defendants bought them with a 
view of realising them, and did sell eight of them in this country, 
Icome to the conclusion that they bought the whole twenty- 
seven for the purposes of sale here if opportunity arose, and I 
consider that there is no decision, certainly no principle, upon 
which we ought to hold that the fact that they disposed of part 
of those, which they bought, by sale to customers abroad, not 
knowing the circumstances at all in which they were sold, 
beyond saying they were sent out to their agents, enables us to 
say there is no infringement with regard to the nineteen.” 
Vavenan-WituiaMs, L.J., said, “I am not satisfied that mere 
possession of every patented article does constitute a user within 
the meaning of the words used in the Letters Patent. That 
must depend upon the nature of the article. It may amount to 
&userand it may not amount toa user; but here what is put 
forward is that there was not a mere user; but that there was 
acquisition and sion of these articles for trade purposes 
with the intention of using them in trade. In my judgment 
such an acquisition and such a possession of an article, whatever 
its nature may be, is a user.” 

This we think is a right and satisfactory exposition of the 
law. Therefore although mere possession in itself of an infring- 
ing article is not an infringement, yet where the possession is 
for trade purposes, you ie infringement, and it is quite 

material whether the is the maker of the infringing 
article or whether he procures it from someone else. 





deciding the case under notice the Court of Appeal considered 
the old case of Minter v. Williams (4 A. & E. 251). This case 
was cited as an authority for the proposition that mere exposure 
for sale of an infringing article is not infringement. On this 
Lord Atverstone said that Minter v. Williams wes not an 
authority for such a proposition, but if it was he should not 
hesitate to over-rule it. Vavuanuan Wriuiams, L.J., took the 
view that Minter v. Williams did decide, and intended to decide, 
that for which it was cited as an authority, but that the deeision 
was wrong and ought not to be followed. 

But there is yet another point in the case of the British 
Motor Syndicate v. Taylor § Sons which deserves a few remarks. 
Streiine, J., when the case was before him, held that there was 
infringement in regard to the nineteen articles, as to which the 
question arose, on the ground that the transport of them 
within the United Kingdom was indirectly making use of these 
articles within the meaning of the patent. When the case came 
before the Court of Appeal, they held, as we have seen, that 
there was an infringement on a different ground and not upon 
the ground of transport, as to which Lord Atversrone said, “I 
have expressly abstained from saying anything with regard to 
the doubt on the point which was reserved by Lord Herscuetn 
in the Badische case in the 1898 Appeal Oases, p. 208, because 
in my opinion, the question of whether there is infringement by 
transporting from place to place depends entirely upon what is 
protected by the letters patent and what is the nature of the 
invention which has been used; and speaking for myself, I 
should equally wish to reserve consideration of that point. 
There may be transportation which would be no infringement ; 
there may be transportation, as in Neilson v. Betts, which 
undoubtedly would involve infringement.” 

If we may venture to predict what will be laid down when the 
House of Lords is obliged to decide the question whether 
transporting an infringing article constitutes in itself infringe- 
ment, it will be this, that it will depend upon the nature 
of the patent, or rather of the invention protected by the 
patent, whether the transportation constitutes infringement or 
not. If the invention is one which renders transportation of the 
article possible, or even facilitates it, then the transportation will 
be infringement; if however, the article could be as well 
transported without the use of the patented invention as with it, 
then the trans tion will not be infringement. Putting it 
another way ; if during the transport the invention is dormant, 
then there is no infringement, but if it is, so to speak, active, 
then there is infringement. 








HOW TO DEAL WITH INTEREST IN PREPARING 
INCOME TAX RETURNS. 


Itt. 


7. Interest not payable out of profits brought into charge (continued),.— 
Where interest *. not paid out of profits brought into charge to 
income tax, the tax in t of it is collected, as we pointed out 
last week, under the special procedure of section 24 (3) of the Castoms 
and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, Hence it is es necessary to 
determine with accuracy how the “‘ profits” of a business are to be 
ascertained, so as to know whether interest is really paid out of the 
profits or no. ; Sige 

In ordinary cases it is easy to say, in accordance with the principles 
laid down in the Mersey Docks case (8 Cas. 891) and Russel! v. Town 
and County Bank (13 App. Cas., p. 424), and referred to above (anée, 
p. 253), whether any i item of expenditure is an expense 
which may be set off against the gross receipts in arriviog at the 
balance of profits, but occasionally the special circumstances of a 
business present difficulties. In Last v. London Assurance Corporati: 
(10 App. Cas. 438) a life insurance company issued ‘“ participating 
policies ” at an i premium, and at the end of each quin- 
quennial period two-thirds of the gross re of a was 
returned by way of bonus, It was held, after much dif 
opinion, that the two-thirds returned was not an expense ivourred 
earning the increased premiums, but was “‘ annual profits or gains,” 
and therefore assessable to income tax. The return to the policy- 
holders was not fixed in any event, like an item of expenditure, but 
was contingent on there being in fact a us. This decision 
was followed in the recent case of Life Sociely wv. 
Bishop (48 W. R. 341; 1900, 1 Q. B. 177). But a different 
result was arrived at ia New York Life Insurance Co. ¥. 


In| (i4 App. Cas. 381), where the company had no shareh 
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and the members were the participating policyholders themselves. 
The members could not be regarded as making a profit out of them- 
selves, and the surplus premiums returned to them were not 
assessable. In the last ease Lord HERSCHELL pointed out that in 
a life insurance business it was impossible to treat the balance of 
incomings over expenses as profits. To secure solvency it is necessary 
to invest and accumulate a portion of the income. 

Payment of interest by financial companies.—A consideration of the 
true nature of profits suggests that while, in accordance with the 
rules already stated, money borrowed by an ordinary trading company 
for the purpose of its business is to be treated as capital embarked in 
the concern, so that interest on it cannot be deducted as an item of 
expense, yet in the case of a financial company—that is, a company 
which deals in money—the result may be different. Money is then 
the commodity which is bought and sold, and the interest paid on 
. money borrowed is an expenditure incurred in earning the 
interest received on money lent. In Mersey Loan Co v. 
Wootton (2 Tax Cases 316), which was decided by a Divisional 
Court, the distinction was not perceived. The company 
received money on deposit and lent it out. The income was 
£2,000, but of this amount £1,500 went in interest to the depositors, 
and the company claimed that they ought to pay on £500 only. It 
was held, however, that the interest was payable out of profits, and 
hence was assessable under the terms of section 102 ot the Act of 
1842, the remedy of the company being to deduct it on payment to 
the depositors. The question whether, under the circumstances, the 
depositor’s interest was ‘‘yearly interest,” so as to allow of the 
deduction being made, does not seem to have been considered. It is 
clear, however, that in a case of this kind there are no profits until 
the deposit interest bas been paid, and the case is virtually overruled 
by Gresham Life Assurance Co. v. Styles (41 W. R. 270; 1892, 
A. C. 309). 

The Gresham case sets up very clearly the difference in respect of 
deduction of interest between trading and financial companies. One 
branch of the appellant society’s business consisted in the sale of 
annuities to the public. A lump sum was paid down in the case of 
an immediate annuity, and for a deferred or contingent annuity 
either a lump sum was paid or there was a series of periodical pay- 
ments. In ascertaining its profits for income tax purposes, the 
society claimed to deduct from its gross income the sum paid in 
discharge of its annuity contracts, but such deduction the authorities 
alleged to be in contravention of rule 4 of Schedule (D), case 1 (see 
ante, p. 236). The House of Lords decided in favour of the society on 
the ground that the deduction of annuities was only forbidden by 
the rule when these where payable out of profits, and in the case in 
question this condition was not satisfied. The peculiar circumstances 
of the business, which consisted in the sale of annuities, had to be 
taken into account. ‘‘Profits and gains,” said Lord Hatszury, C., 
“must be ascertained on ordinary principles of commercial trading, 
and I cannot think that the framers of the Act could be guilty of such 
confusion of thought as to assume that the cost of the article sold to 
the trader, which he in turn makes his profit by selling, was not to be 
taken into account before you arrived at what was intended to be the 
taxable profit. As I have said, the confusion has arisen from the 
use of the words ‘annuity or annual sums payable,’ without 
considering that the particular commercial adventure consists in 
selling annuities, and that which they pay, therefore, is to them 
the cost of the article supplied. You can no more refuse to take that 
cost into your consideration when ascertaining the balance of profits 
and gains than you could the cost of the coals or the corn to the 
coal merchant and to the corn merchant in ascertaining what are 
the profits from his trade.” Similarly Lord Herscuet. said: 
“Tbe annuities are not, in my opinion, payable out of the profits 
and gains of the society ; until the payments which they necessitate 
have been taken into account it cannot be ascertained whether there 
are any profits or gains or not ;”’ and he added that while his view 
of the Gresham case was not inconsistent with Alexandria Water Co, 
v. Musgrave(11 Q. B. D. 174, ante, p 236), it was in conflict with Mersey 
Loan Co, ¥. Wootton (supra): ‘But the reasoning which bas led me 
to my present conclusion applies equally to the facts of that case.” 

The result is that where a company deals in money, whether by 
the sale of annuities or by borrowing and then lending sgain, the 
annual peyments for annuities or interest which are necessitated by 
the carrying on of the business are to be deducted from the receipts 
before the taxable balance of profits is arrived at. Prior to 1888 it 
followed in such a case that the annual psyment was made without 
deduction of income tax, and the payment of the tax was thus left 


to the recipient. Under the Customs and Inland Revenue Act of | second class 


1888, however, the income tax must be deducted and paid over to 
the authorities. In general, therefore, the distinction suggested 
between trading and ial companies is not of much 
— importance. It ge sae e effect whether a 

company pays on its entire profits without deduction 
of annuities or annual interest, or whether it treats these 


as an item of expense, and then deducts and accounts for the tax 








under section 24 (3). In either case it makes the same deductiong 
of tax on paying the annuity or interest, and pays, in the aggregate, 
the same sum to the revenue. A financial company would, however, 
gain an advantage by proceeding under that section in the case of 
interest on short loans, as it would avoid the double payment of 
income tax, which we have already discussed (ante, p. 252). Although 
the tax cannot be deducted from int-rest under section 102 of 
the Act of 1842 or section 40 of that of 1853, since the interest is not 
‘yearly interest,” yet the interest can be treated as an item of 
expense in making up the balance of profits, and the tax then 
delucted on payment and accounted for under section 24 (3) of the 
Act of 1888. 

Payment of interest by public bodies.—The operation of section 24 
(3) is also illustrated by the recent case of London County Council v, 
Attorney-General (1901, A. C. 26). For the financial year 1897-98 
the dividend on Metropolitan Stock payable by the council 
amounted to some £1.140,000. In that year the council received about 
£100,000 in rents, and about £500,000 for int-rest on advances made 
by it to other public bodies. The balance required to make up the 
divideng was raised by rates. Had the entire amount been raised by 
rates, then section 24 (3) would have applied to the whole. The 
interest would not have been paid out of profits or gains brought into 
charge, and the council, on deducting the tax, would have been bound 
to hand over the whole to the commissioners. In respect, however, 
of the £100 000 of rents and the £500,000 of interest, income tax had 
been deducted on payment to the council, and it was urged on their 
behalf that, to this extent, the interest paid by the council was paid 
out of profits already brought into charge. Ia principle this 
contention was obviously correct, and the council were only bound 
to account for the tax on the balance. But a doubt arose upon the 
construction of the initial words of the section, ‘‘ Upon payment of any 
interest of money or annuities charged with income tax under Schedule 
(D), and not payable, or not wholly payable, out of profits or gains 
brought into charge to such tax,” then the person payiog must 
deduct the tax and hand it over to the authorities. What is meant by 
the words ‘‘such tax”? Do they refer to income tax generally, or, 
following the previous words, only to income tax under Schedule 
(D)? Ifthe latter construction is correct, then, siace the £100,000 
of rents were chargeable under Schedule (A), the interest, so far as 
it came from that source, was not payable out of profits or 
gains brought into charge; the section therefore applied, and the 
tax deducted would have to be accounted for.. Such was 
the result arrived at by the Divisional Court and the Court 
of Appeal. It depends, however, upon a narrow and un- 
natural interpretation of the section, and 1t has been unanimously 
disapproved by the House of Lords. There is, as Lord MAcNAGHTEN 
pointed out, no separate income tax under Schedule (D). There is 
one tax d@ssessed under different schedules, and the words ‘‘ such 
tax” refer to income tax generally, under whicbever schedule it is 
assessed. The rents had already been brought into charge under 
Schedule (A), and hence. so far as they furnished the fund for 
payment of interest on Metropolitan Stock, the council were exempt 
from further liability, and were entitled to the extent of £100,000 to 
retain the tax deducted from payments to the stockholders. They 
had the same rights so far as ther payments of interest were made 
out of the £500,000 of interest received which had already been 
taxed. All they had to account for, therefore, was the tax on the 
surplus over £600,000. The judgment of Lord Macnacursn, besides 
establishing, in common with the other judgments delivered, this 
point, will be found to contain a lucid account of the policy of the 
Income Tax Acts in respect to dealings with interest. 

This review of the subject shews, as we intimated at the commence- 
ment, that save in very exceptional cases interest is not taxed twice 
over. Such a result is avoided either by the letter of the statutes or 
by the practice of the revenue authorities. In order, however, to 
escape such double taxation, attention should be paid to the deduction 
of income tax from interest io all suitable cases, and to the proper 
preparation of the statement of profits for the purpose of the income 
tax returns, 








At the Central Criminal Court on Friday last Oharles Brown Smith, 
solicitor, who pleaded guilty to counts in an indictment charging him 
with that he, being tru-tee for the benefit of Ehzabeth Smith and Ann 
| Smith, his sisters, of £2,000 Indian Three-and-a-half per cent Stock, 

unlawfully converted and appropiated part of the property to his own use 
' aud benefit or to the use and benefit of Edwin Henry Thorn, was brought 

up for judgment, and was sentenced to six months’ imprisonment in the 
. Phillimore, J.,in giving sentence, said it gave him very 

great p»in to have to pass any sentence upon the defendant; but he had 
really passed judgment upon himself when he surrendered and gave him- 
self up, surreudering as he (Phillimore, J.) believed from honourable and 
creditable motives, and not because he thought that the storm was 
ae and that he would establish a refuge for himself by giving himself 
up. ¢ took the view that very likely never, or at any rate not for a long 
tine, would the fraud have been found out if the defendant had not 
confessed it, and he took that into consideration. 
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REVIEWS. 
THE LANDS CLAUSES ACTS. 


Tae Lanps CLAusEs Acts; with Decisions, Forms, AND TABLES 
oF Cases. By ARTHUR JEPSON, Barri-ter-at-Law. SECOND 
Epition. By Joun M. Licutwoop, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited), 
This work, in its new, and practically rewritten, form, may be 

described as a handy and well-arranged treatise on the Lands Clauses 

Acts. It is constructed, in accordance with the original author’s 

design, on the lines of notes to the various sections, a method which 

* suits very well the subject-matter. It is certainly convenient, when 
dealing with these Acts, to have the sections in bold type followed 
notes in legible type containing the decisions. But the book 
differs from the old-fashioned section and note treatise in the 
careful and logical arrangement of the notes in headings and sub- 
headings which has been adopted by the present editor. Thus, to 
take the section the decisions on which stand most in need of such 
treatment—section 68, so far as it relates to ‘‘ injuriously affecting ” 

—we find the cases cl-ssified according to the conditions which 

must be satisfied before compensation can given—namely, 

(1) The injury must be due to the execution of the works, as 

distinguished frofn their subsequent user; (2) the injury must 

be such as would, but for the statute authorizing the works, be 
actionable; (3) there must be an infringement of a right incident to 
to land ; and (4) the damage must be due to an interference 
with the land, or some right therein. Under the first head 

Hammermith, &c., Railway Co. v. Brand (I. R. 4 H. L. 171) is 

duly noticed, but it might possibly have been well to prefix 

to the above-mentioned conditions a preliminary one—that, in 
order to give rise to a claim for compensation for injurious affect- 
ing under the Lands Clauses Act, land or rights of the claimant 

must be taken—and to point out. in the language of Willes, J., 

in the last-mentioned case (at p. 183), that, in cases where no land 

is taken, the right of action which would have existed but for the 
statute is taken away by the statute in respect of the works 
executed and railway constructed. Such a heading would, however, 

no doubt require to be guarded as to compensation in res 0 

restrictive covenants: Kirby v. Harrogate School Board (1896, 1 Ch. 

437) and easements affecting the land taken, the decisions relative 

to which are carefully collected under head 4 at pp. 177-180; 

and we are on the whole well content with the arrangement 

adopted by the editor. A concluding sub-heading deals with pro- 
cedure under section 68. In relation to this matter of procedure it 
may be mentioned, in passing. that the editor has prefixed to the book 

a useful ‘* table of proceedings under the Land Clauses Acts,” with 

references to the pages of the book and the forms given at the end of 

the work relative to the various steps. "We may instance the notes on 
section 80 (Costs in case of money paid into court) as another example 
of excellent arrangement. In the note in section 82 on the subject 
of costs, the decision in Re Burdekin (1895, 2 Ch. 136) is accurately 
stated with reference to the Remuneration Order, but it might have 
been well to draw special attention to the importance of this decision 
as apparently settling the rule that in the case of an agreement for 
voluntary sale to a corporation having compulsory powers under an 

Act with which the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, is incorporated, such 

agreement not containing any provision to the contrary, section 82 

aprlies, and throws the costs on the purchaser. 


Stephen’s Commentaries on the Laws of England, and intended as 
a Revision Guide to that Work. By AuBeRT Grsson and ARTHUR 
WELDON, Ed:tors of the ‘“‘ Law Notes,” &. Fourth Edition. The 
‘* Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 

Supplement to the Companies Act, 1900; with Commentaries. By 
PauL FREDERICK Simonson, M.A. (Oxon.) Barrister-at-Law. 
C.ntaining Forms prescribed by the Board of Trade. Effingham 
Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 

Supplement to The Law “—s to Company Promoters. By 
W. NemsyarD Hiszert, LL.D. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. 
Effingham Wilson. 1s. net. 

An Epitome of Personal Property Law. By W. H. Hastinas 
KeEtkE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE MORAL OF THE LAKE CASE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Are not solicitors tempted to embark in financial and other 
schemes because, year by year, they see their incomes decrease 
while their expenses—office and otherwise—remain the same or 
increase ? 

The Land Transfer Act and the alterations of the scales of costs in 
litigious work must decrease the solicitor’s profit. in, clients, 
more icularly those engeged in business, are not obliged now to 
consult their solicitors on matters with respect to which they would 
go to him twenty or thirty years ago. A layman knows the ordinary 
principles of law and goes to see his solicitor only in more complex 


cases. 
The cost of litigation’ is probably the same now as it was years ago, 

chiefly, I ventana think, because counsel have increased their fees 

and kept pace with the times. 

We poor solicitors have no such option. I suppose we are the only 

body of men who have no right to go before a jury and ask for fair 

remuneration for our services. I am not forgettwg ysicians, but 


f | their position is different owing to their fees being paid at the time. 


The Incorporated Law Society should be urged, and, if necessary, 

forced, to endeavour to obtain an entire revision of the scale of fees 
which form the basis of the remuneration of solicitors, and if this is 
done we shall hear less of frauds by solicitors. 
Many instances of under-payment may be given, but let me take a 
very simple one—viz., where counsel are bri in an important case, 
the leader having, say, 100 guineas. Your readers know, alas! what is 
the remuneration for the attendance in court of the SoLIcrTor, 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
MONTRIE v. MITCHELL AND ANOTHER. No. 1. 11th Feb. 


Practice—Pavurrr—Assicnine Orricrat Soxrcrror to Actr— 
Jvunispiction—Orp. XVI. Rr. 26. 


y the plaintiff in person from an order of Day, J., at chambers, 


Appeal b 
gudmaten an order of the master assigning the official solicitior of the 






Equal in importance to the arrangement of the work is the 
accuracy of the statement of decisions, and here we find a great 
improvement on the last edition. 
number of cases, not only without finding any error, but fiuding 
scrupulous accuracy in giving the gist of the decisions. And, so far 
88 we can ascertain, the editor has not omitted any case of moment. 
Every assistance which can be desired in the shape of the year of 
decision of each case being mentioned, and of references being given 
to each series of reports, is afforded. 

The editor has prefaced to the book a clearly-written introduction 
containing a summary of the points arising on the various groups of 
sections in the Act of 1845, and there are a large number of forms 
under the Acts and precedents of costs given at the end of the book. 
We think that the work will be found an extremely useful guide to 
the Lands Clauses Acts. 


We have checked a considerable 
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The Intermediate Exam. Digest. Containing all the Questions 


Supreme Court to act for the plaintiff, who had been admitted to sue in 
formé pauperis. The plaintiff had not employed any solicitor in the matter, 
nor was the name of any solicitor brought before the master or judge as 
willing to act for the plaintiff in the action. The official solicitor con- 
tended that he ought not to be assigned as solicitor for a plaintiff or 
defendant suing or defending in formd pauperis unless there were special 
circumstances requiring him to be assigned. It was not suggested that 
the plaintiff's claim was frivolous or vexatious. 

Tur Covrr (A. L, Surrn, M.R., Cottrs, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. Their lordships held that, though under ord. 16, r. 26, there 
was jurisdiction in a proper case to assign the official solicitor to act for a 
pauper plaintiff or defendant, this jurisdiction should not be exercised 
unless there were special circumstances requiring the official receiver to be 
assigned, for if the efficial solicitor was required to act for every pauper 
litigant who had no solicitor, his position would be an intolerable one, as if 
the pauper litigant were unsuccessful the official solicitor would not be 
able to recover the disbursements he had made in the course of the action ; 
that there were no circumstances in the present case; and that 
therefore the learned judge’s order was right. The court gave the plain- 
tiff leave to bring before the master the name of some solicitor to act for 
him.—Covunssn, H. Sutton. Soxicrron, The Oficial Solicitor. 

(Reported by W. F. Banay, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ARNOT v. UNITED AFRICAN LANDS (LIM.). No. 2. 6th Feb. 


Company—Srrciat Resonvrron—Reqvuisire Masorrry—Deactaration oF 


Cxuamman—Conoivstva Eviosnce—Comrantss Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vier. 
c. 89), s. 51 
This was an appeal against the refusal of Kekewich, J., to restrain the 





set at the Intermediate Examinations of the Law Society on 

















276 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Feb. 16, 1901. 
defendant company and their directors from acting on some resolutions, | authorized by the Act of 1756 the former should prevail (section 18). The 


which purported to have been duly passed by the shareholders as special 
resolutions for the winding up of the company, and the eale of its assets to 
a new company to be formed. The plaintiffs were shareholders in the 
company and alleged that these resolutions had not been properly passed. 
The plaintiffs filed affidavits to the effect that a motion for the 
adjournment of the meeting had been declared by the chairman to be 
lost. Considerable uproar had ensued, during which the chairman had 
ut the resolutions for the winding up of the company, and had 
Soshened them carried, though most of the shareholders were unaware, 
owing tothe disturbance, that anything was being done, and had no 
opportunity of voting on the resolutions. Affidavits were filed in 
reply on behalf of the company that members of the company who. were 
further away from the chairman of the meetings than the plaintiffs 
had heard the resolutions put and voted on them, that the first 
resolution had been carried unanimourly, and that a large number of 
shareholders had voted in favour of the other resolutions, while very few 
had held up their hands against, and that the chairman had accordingly 
declared the resolutions duly carried. Under section 51 of the Companies 
Act, 1862. unless a poll is demanded by at least five members, a declara- 
tion of the chairman that a special resolution has been carried is to be 
deemed conclusive evidence of the fact, without proof of the number or 
proportion of the votes recorded in favour of or against the rame. No 
was demanded. Kekewich, J., thought that the resolutions had been 
Baly carried, and dismissed the motion. The plaintiffs appealed. It was 
argued on behalf of the appellants that the chairman’s declaration could 
not be taken as conclusive evidence that the resolutions had been carried 
by the proper mojority, because the evidence proved that he had declared 
them carried without ascertaining whether there was a three-fourths 
majority in favour of them or not. 

Tne Court (Ricsy, Vavcnan Wiu1ams, and Srreiine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. : 

Bicsy, L.J.—On the whole of the facts I consider that the learned judge 
in the court below has come to the right conclusion, that the chairman did 
put to the meeting those resolutions, notice of which had been given, 
and that he did declare those resolutions to be carried. That being 
so, on the authority of Re Gold Co, (27 W. Rs 341, 11 Ch. D. 702) and 
Re Hadleigh Castle Gold Mines (Limited) (1900, 2 Ch. 419), in which Re Gold 
Co. was followed and explained, the conclusion must be that those re-olu- 
tions were duly passed. That will preclude any inquiry into the number 
of the shareholders either for or against. I think the resolutions were duly 
passed, and must be taken to have been passed by the requisite number of 
shareholders. 

Vavenan Wiiuiams, L.J.—I agree. I want to add one word as to the 
effect of section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862. It has been suggested 
that, though the words of the section are that the chairman’s declaration 
is to be taken as conclusive, the case of Re Horbury Bridge Coal, §c., Co. (27 
W. R. 433, 11 Ch. D. 109) shews that they are to be read as ry i only 
primé facie conclusive. That case did not deal with section 51 at all, and 
does not affect the meaning of the words of that section. 

Srimiie, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counszx, Kirby ; 
Warrington, K.C., and J. W. Manning. Souicrrors, Armitage § Chappel ; 
Blair & W. B. Girling. 

[Reported by J, I. Srinuiva, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


POOLE HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS v. PIKE. Kekewich, J. 
7th and 8th Feb. 


Sxarprrsc—Harrovr Dvurs—Poorz Hannover Act, 1756—Surermnc Dvurs 
Exemption Act, 1867—Prrer axp Harsovr Ornper ConrirMation Act, 
1891—Constauction—Meaninc or Worp *‘8x1p.”’ 


This was an action by the Commissioners of Poole Harbour against 
Messrs. L. W. Pike and A. Pike, carrying on business at Wareham as 
Pike Brothers, claiming a declaration that they were empowered to levy 
rates, duties, and customs in respect of all goods, &c., imported into and 
exported from Poole Harbour, and judgment for the sum of 5s. 5d. for 
dues payable by the defendants to the plaintiffs in reepect of eighteen 
tons of coal exported by the defendants in an open barge without decks 
from Poole Harbour to Wareham on the 18th of May, 1899. By the 
Poole Harbour Act, 1756, the Oorporation of Poole were empowered to 
levy the rates, duties, and customs specified in the schedule to 
the Act. That schedule provided that the duties payable by 
the master of every thip or vessel coming into or loading or 
unloading any goods in Poole Harbour should be 3d. per ten for all 
goods ; but it was provided that such duties should not be payable on any 
goods, wares, or merchandize conveyed in open boats, lighters, or barges 
without decks from Wareham to Poole or from Poole to Wareham. By 
the Shipping Dues Exemption Act, 1867, it was enacted that no ex- 

6 from dues should be allowed in the United Kingdom on account 
of any ship or goods being sent to or from, or anchoring or mooring at, 
or being laden or unladen at any particular place in any port or in the 
neighbourhood of any port, except where a sbip in going to or from, or 
anchoring or mooring at, or being laden or unladen at such place derives 
no benefit from the expenditure of the class of duties in question, or less 
benefit than ships going to or from, or anchoring or mooring at, or being 
laden or unladen at another place in the same port (section 4, sub-section 
4). By the Pier and Harbour Order Confirmation Act, 1891, confirming a 

nal order, it was provided that the schedule tothe Act of 1756 so far 
as it was inconsistent with the order should be repealed (section 2), and that 
where the rates authorized by the order were inconsistent with those 





schedule to the order increased the rate from 3d. to 4d. per ton. In 1895 
the plaintiffs were appointed commissioners of the harbour in the place 
of the Corporation of Poole, and the defendants having refused to pay 
their claim for 5s 5d. in respect of harbour dues the present action was 
instituted. On behalf of the defendants it was contended that the Act of 
1867 abolishing exemptions did not apply to an undecked barge, as it 
purported to apply only to ships; and that the schedule to the Act of 
1891 applied to tue rates payable and not to the exemptions granted under 
the Act of 1756; consequently that barges trading between Poole and 
Wareham were exempt from harbour dues. 

Kexewicn, J., said: I will first assume that the exemptions in the 
Poole Herbour Act, 1756, are still subsisting. Approaching the 
Act of 1867 from that point of view, I have to consider whether the defen- 
dant’s barge isa ‘‘ship’’ within the meaning of section 4, sub-section 4, 
of that Act. Mr. Renshaw in reply cited the case of The Mac (30 W R. 
552, L. R. 7 P. D. 38, 126), throwing some doubt on the language used 
in the earlier cases. The effect of that case is that every boat floating on 
the water, however propelled, even if only by oars, is within the word 
“ship.’’ It must not, however, be forgotten that that decision was 
given on a particular statute for a partic urpose, the question to be 
settled being whether a hopper barge came within the definition of ship 
under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1854. All the cases cited turn on 
particular Acts of Parliament, and in many of them I have the distinct 
opinion of many eminent judges that a boat propelled by oars is not a ship, 
The balance of authority, in my opinion, is that the barge used by the 
defendants is not a ship within the Act of 1867, and I am strengthened 
in this conclusion by the fact that the words open boats, lighters, or barges 
witbout decks are expressly used in the Act of 1756, whereas the word 
ship alone is used in the Act of 1867. With reference to the word 
place in section 4, sub-section 4, of the latter Act, Ido not think that it 
applies to a large area like the port of Poole, but to particular places, such 
as are mentioned in the Act of 1756. It seems to me that it would bea 
straining of language to say that in the Act of 1867 particular places are 
referred to though not in express terms, when they are referred to expressly 
as places in the Act of 1756. Coming to the Act of 1891, that Act only 
repeals the Act of 1756 so far as it is inconsistent with the provisions of 
the former. The inconsistency clearly lies in the increase in the amount 
of rates and duties to be levied by the commissioners. There is no 
inconsistency as to the subjects in respect of which the dues are to be paid, 
and as to them the exemption of the Act of 1756 subsists in favour of the 
defendants. The result is that there must be judgment for the defendants, 
and the action is dismitsed, with costs.—CounseL, Renshaw, K.O., and 
Church; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Broke Freeman. So.tcrrors, Prior, 
Church, §& Adams, for H. 8. Dickinson, Poole; Peacock & Goddard, for 
Trevanion, Curtis, § Ridley, Poole. 


[Reported by J. 8, Risuey, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
LINAKER v. PILCHER. Mathew, J. 11th Feb. 


Trav—E Unron—Oarryinc oN NEWSPAPER IN THE INTEREST OF THE 
Socrety—LiseL—Trustees Svep as RecistsreD Proprrerors—DAmMAcEs 
—Liapiuity or Funps or Socrery ror Damacgs AnD Costs. 


Further consideration. This was an action by a district superintendent 
of the Manchester district of the London and North-Western Railway Co. 
for libel against the trustees of the Amalgamated Society of Railway 
Servants and the registered proprietors of the Railway Review, and Mr. 
Wardle, the editor of that publication. At the trial the jury founda 
verdict for the plaintiff for £1,000, but the learned judge deferred entering 
judgment as the defendants took the point that the funds of the society 
could not be attached for the payment of the damages and costs. 

MatueEw, J.—By their pleadings the defendants had taken the point that 
as a matter of law they could not in this action be sued in their capacity 
as trustees, nor in any way so as to bind the property of the Amalgamated 
Society of Railway Servants The Railway Review was started about the year 
1894, and an endeavour was made in the first instance to register it as the 
property of the society. But the Board of Trade objected to the incon- 
venience of that course because of the very large number of persons who 
belonged to the society, and it was ultimately arranged that the newspaper 
should be registered in the names of the trustees of the society. In 
that way the names of the defendants appeared on the record. Under 
the Act of 1871, which related to e unions, the property of 
the society was vested in trustees, and annual returns were published 
shewing the position of the affairs of the society. In the returns the 
newspaper in question was treated as an asset of the society, and the 
profit and loss account shewed that it was carried on at a slight loss. It 
was said by the plaintiff that the defendants were in the ordinary position 
of those who had a liability cast upon them within the limits of their trust 
by reason of their position as trustees, and that therefore they were 
entitled to be indemnified for what they had done in discharge of their 
duties as trustees. In reply, it was submitted that this was an action of 
tort, that the persons who appeared in the action were alone responsible, 
and that there was no right of recourse to the property of the cestwi que 
trust. It was further argued, on tection 9 of the Trades Union Act, 1871, 
that all the real and personal estate of the society was vested in 
trustees for the use and benefit of such union. It would follow, if the 
defendants’ contention were well founded, that the trustees would be 
liable, and that the society, for any breach of contract or tort, would be 
free from any liability and in the enjoyment of complete immunity, 
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The trastees had power to bring or defend an action touching 
or concerning the property of the society, and it was said on 
behalf of the defendants that this ref-rred to specific property— 
eg., goods or lands, and as this was not an action in re+pect of +pecific 
rty the ability would rest where it fell, and could not be transferred 
to the trade union. Thai semed to bim an extremely narrow construction 
to pit upon the section, and it was d fficult to conjecture, why the 
islatu‘e should tuke such aline. keference had been made to certain 
dicta in the Court of Appeal in the case of the Toff Vale Railway Co. v. The 
Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants (1891, 1 Q. B. 170), whereby it was 
suggested that ‘‘ prop:rty’’ meant specific property under the Act, but 
attention had also been ca)led to another passage where the same judge had 
expressed an opposite view. He himself was satisfied that the 
ture had no such intention, and that the word ‘property ”’ 
meant property generally, and that the construction sought to 
be put upon the section by the defendants was not a correct one 
Another point raised was that is was ultra vires for a union to start and 
ran a new+paper for profit. When he came to look at the objects of the 
society as disclosed by tbe rules, he saw that one of its objects was to 
improve the condition and protect the interests of its members. Was 
the newspaper started as a trading venture or to improve the condition 
and protect the interests of the members of the society? It was only 
necestary to look at the newspaper to ree how thoroughly it was devoted 
to the interests of the members of the society. He held that the defendants, 
in their position as trustees, were entitled to be indemnified out of the 
funds of the society, and therefore there would be judgment for the 
laintiff for £1,000 and costs.—CounsgL, Sir BE. Clarke, K.C., Joseph Walton, 
Ec. and L. Sanderson ; Isaacs, K.C., Horridge, K.C., and Clem Edwards, 
for the trustees of the Raslway Review ; Robson, K.0., Montague Lush, and 
Edmond Browne, for the other defendants. WSo1icrrors, R. J. Taylor, Son, $ 
Humbert ; C. J. Smith § Co. 
[Reported by Easxixz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.1 


MAYOR, &c., OF SOUTH SHIELDS (Appellants) v. WILSON BROTHERS 
(Respondents). Div. Court. 7th Feb. 


Loca, GoverNMENT—New Buinprna—Woopren SrastE—Borover Byre- 
LAWS. 


This was a case stated by justices of the Borough of South Shielis, and 
it raised the point whether a wooden stable is a “‘ new building”’ within 
the bye-laws of a certain borough. The complaint was made by one 
J. M. Hayton, on behalf of the South Shields Corporation, against Wilson 
Brothers for unlawfully erecting a new building in the said borough 
without first having given fourteen days’ notice to the corporation 
of the said borough, by writing, de'ivered to the surveyor or left 
at his office, and without having delivered to such surveyor plans 
thereof contrary to the bye-laws as to new streeets, buildings, &c., made 
by virtue of the Local Government Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Vict. c. 98), 
8.34, for the Borough of South Shielde. Upon the hearing of the 
complaint the following facts were either proved or admitted: 
Tne respondents are owners of a piece of ground of nearly an acre 
in extent situate in the said borough. It is boarded on every side, 
andis occupied in part by a veterinary surgeon, who bas an office, a stable, 
and some other wooden erections for his business. The respondents also 
occupy the other part of the ground asa builders’ yard, and near the 
centre of the ground the respondents put up a wooden stable, under twenty 
feet each way at the apex of a slanting roof only twelve feet high. On 
the part of the appellants it was contended that plans of the erection should 
have been delivered to the corporation and approved of by them before 
commencivg t» build the stable, according to the said bye-law. On behalf 
of the respondents it was contended that it had never been the custom of 
the corporation to require any plans for wooden-built stables to be submitted 
to them or in any way to have their approval, neither had this bye-law been 
insisted on before as being applicable to such a case as the present one, and iu 
addition, that the said bye-law did not apply to such a case as the present. 
The justices came to the determination that the said bye-law did not apply 
to a stable built of wood upon enclosed ground such as in the present case. 
In their opinion a building to be a “ building ” within the bye-law should 
answer to the description of an edifice having some approach to architectural 
design and structurally fit and intended for use and occupation, and they 
held that the erection, as a matter of fact, was not a buildiog and did not 
come within the ssid bye-law. No. 6 of the “* Bye-laws as to New Streets, 
Buildings, &c , made by virtue of the Local Government Act, 1858 (21 & 
22 Vict c. 98), s. 34, for the Borough of South Shields” provides that 
“Every person who shall intend to erect any new building shall give 
fourteen days’ notice to the local board of such intention, by writing, 
delivered to the surveyor of thelocal board . . . and shall at the same 
time deliver to such surveycr . . detail plans, and sections . . . 
of every floor of such intended new building, shewing the thickness of the 
Walls, the dimensions of the rooms, the situation of the fireplaces . ° 
and generally the position, form, and dimensions cf the several parts of 
such building. . .’  Bye-law 9 provides that ‘‘the external and 
party, or side and divisional walls of every new building shall be con- 
structed of brick, stone, or other hard and incombustible material.” A 
Penalty is provided for any offence against the above bye-laws. 

Tue Oovar (Writs and Ouanneit, JJ.) held that the wooden stable 
Wasa new building within the bye-laws of the borough. It might be 
that bye-law 6 did not point to such a structure as exist d in this case, but 
bye-liw 9 was very clearly intended to include all buildings of this 
nature. The appeal will therefore be allowed. Appeal allowed and 
complaint remitted to the justices.—Counser, R. V. Bankes. Soxicrrors, 
Speechiy § 0o., for J. Moore Hayton, Town Clerk, South shields, 


[Reported by BE. G. Stictwet, Barrister-at-Law.! 


KEETON (Appellant) v. SHEFFIELD COAL 00. (LIM.) (Respondents). 
Div. Court. 7th Feb. 


Bares—Generat Districr aNp Poor Ratres—AMENDMENT OF—DEMAND 
Norzs—sSvummons - Marrer or Comprarmnt Apistnc Wiratn Srx Montus 
or Issuz or Summons—Jegrvis’ Act (11 & 12 Vicr. c. 43), s. 11. 


Case ttated by justices for the West Ridirg of Yorkshire upon their 
determination of a claim made by the appellant on behalf of the Hands- 
worth Urban District Council for the payment by the respondents t» the 
council of the tum of £869 3s. The appellant was the collector of rates 
of the council. The re ents were the rateable occupiers of certain 
premises situate within the council's district. In 1897 the said premises 
were valued and assessed at a rateable value of £10,137. On the 28th of 
December, 1897, a poor rate was made, and the respondents were rated in 
respect of the said premises upon the aforesaid value. On the 23rd of 
March, 1898, a general district rate of 3s. in the pound, payable in two 
instalmeuts, was made, to whicn the respondents were rated upon the 
above velue at £1,520 1ls. On the 2lst of June, 1898, a second poor rate 
was made, by which the respondents were assessed on the same rateable 
value. On the 28th of July, 1898, the council demanded payment of the 
first in+talment of the said sum of £1,520 11s., and on the 23rd of September, 
1898, the respondents paid £356 8s. 6d., which was accepted by the council 
on account of the first half of the said district rate, and on the 25th of 
October, 1898, payment of the second balf was demanded, and on the 
27th of March, 1898, the respondents paid a like sum of £356 8s 6d. 
which was accep'ed by the council on account of the ssidrate. Un the 22nd 
of November, 1898, a third poor rate was made by which the respondents 
were rated upon the aforesaid value of £10,137. On the 22nd of March, 
1899, a general district rate of 3s. 4d. in the pound, payabie in two 
instalments, was made to which the respondents were rated upon the 
aforesaid value at the sum of £1,689 103. Un the 2lst of April, 1899, the 
respondents gave notices of appeal against the above poor rates, but not 
against the district rates Payment of the first and second instalments of 
the last-mentioned district rate was demanded by the council, and the 
respondents paid the sums of £475 9s. 10d. and £450 on the 29th of 
September, 1899, and on the 5thof April, 1900, respeciively, which tums 
the council accep'ed on account of the said rate. The appeals against 
the poor rates were referred to an arbitrator who, on the 4th of January, 
1900, awarded that the rateable value of the | my was for the several 

riods relating to the two first-mentioned poor rates of the 28th of 

mber, 1897, and the 2lst of June, 1898, respectively, the 
sum of £7,517 9s. 94, and for the period relating to the last-men- 
tioned poor rate of the 22nd of November, 1898, the sum of £8,279 4s. 1d. 
In accordance with the award alterations were made in the valu.tion lists 
upon which the poor rates were made, and the council altered the figures 
in the general district rate in accordance with the alterations in the valua- 
tion list—that is to say, the rateable value of the said premisesin the rate 
of the 23rd of March, 1898, from £10,137 to £7,517 9s. 9d. and the amount 
due from £1,520 lls. 6d. to £1,127 12s. 6d., and the rateable value in the 
rate of the 22nd of March, 1899, from £10,137 to £8,279 4s. 1d., and the 
amount due from £1,689 10s. to £1,379 17s. 4d. The council then 
demanded payment by the respondents of the sum of £869 3s. made up 8s 
follows: ‘1898, March 23rd: General District Rate £1,520 1ls., altered 
to £1,127 12s. 6d. September 23rd: Amount paid by the re-pondents on 
account of the said rate £356 83. 6d. 1899, March 27th: amount paid 
the respondents on like account, £356 84 6d., making together £712 17s., 
leaving balance claimed £414 15s 6d. 1900, March 22nd: General District 
Rate £1,689 10s., altered to £1,379 17s. 4d. 1899, September 29th : amount 
paid on account of the said rate £475 93. 10d. 1900, April 5th: amount 
paid on like account £450, making together £925 9s. 10d. and leaving 
balance claimed £454 7s 6d. Total amount ciaimed £869 3s”” Un 
the 24th of July, 1900, the council caused a summons to be issued 
calling upon the resp ndents to answer the said claim. On the hearing 
the respondents contended that the matter of the complaint arose more 


| than six months previously to the issue of the summons and that the 


recovery of the amount claimed was barred by 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43, 8. 
11. The appellants contended that until the general district rates had 
been altered so as to agree with the award no valid demand could be made 
by the council in respect of them, and that payment had not been 
demanded until within six months of the iz-ue of the summons and the 
claim was therefore not barred. The justices were of opinion that the 
claim was barred and they accordingly di-missed the summons. 

Tue Cover (Writs and OnanngLL, JJ.) in cigs the appeal, were of 
opinion that the decision of the justices was wrong ntil the amendment 
under the award was made there was no rigit to demand the payment of 
the amended rate, and the valuation was not in force until then and the 
duty of the ratepayer to pay the reduced sum had not arisen. [he matter 
of complaint had therefore arisen within six months of the issue of the 
summons and the claim was not barred. The case would therefore be 
remitted to the justices to make an order for arrears of rates to be paid 
on the reduced assessment. Appeal allowed.—Covnsat, Hugo Young. K.C., 
aud R. G. Glen; Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and 7. B. Silion. Soiicrrors, 
Crowder, Vizard, §¢ Uldham, tor Creswick ¢ Son, Sheffield; Doliman ¢ 
Pritchard, for H. ¢ A. Mazjfield, sheffield. 

[Reported by E. G@. Srituwsx., Barrister-at-Law. | 


LUMLEY v. H. J. OSBORNE. Div. Court. 6th Feb. 
Prourmit1on—JURISDICTION—COMMITMENT—JUDGMENT AGAINST Frew IN 
Hien Court or Just1cg—JUp@MENT SUMMONS AGAINST ALLEGED PARTNER 
in Country Cournr—Counry OCovurr Ruuxs, orp, 25, nx 17, 14n—Destors 
Act, 1869 (82 & 33 Vier. c. 62), s. 5. 





Motion for a writ of prohibition to the judge of the Croydon County 
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Court to prohibit from further proceeding upon an order of commitment 
made by the said judge on the 23rd of March, 1900, ordering the above- 
named defendant to be committed to prison for forty-two days. On the 
28th of November, 1899, the plaintiff issued a wnt in the High Court 

t the firm of Osborne & Uo. for £41 2s. 6d. and served the writ on the 
defendant as manager. On the 24th of December, 1899, the plaintiff re- 
covered jadgment by default. On the5th of March, 19U0, the plaintiff took out 
ajudgment under ord. 25, r. 144, of the County Court Rules in the Croydon 
County Court ugainst the defendant as a p:rtver in the firm of Osborne & 

. The summons was returnable on the 23rd of March, 1900, and on that 
date the summons was heard. Two witnesses were then called by the 
plaintiff, but the defendant did not appear. The judge held that the 
defendant was a partner in the firm, and that he had had means to pay, 
and committed him to prison for forty-two days. It was contended on 
behalf of the defendant that the judge of the county court had no 
jurisdiction to make the order, since the judgment was against the firm 
and had been obtained in the High Court. Such a judgment against the 
firm in the High Court could only be enforced against a partner in the 
High Court. The county court could not try the issue of partner- 
ship in euch a case. Urd. 25, r. 17, of the County Court Rules 
only deals with judgments against individuals. Ord. 25, r. 14d, 
only applies where judgment sgainst a firm recovered in a couuty 
court. Further, the affidavit filed by the plaintiff was not in the 
form required by ord. 25, r. 144, being Form 52 C. since it did not state 
the sourc:s of information and grounds of belief: McIntosh v. Simpkins (17 
T. L. RB. 195). Also no evidence of mesns was given. On behalf of the 
plaintiff it was contended that the judgment was properly removed to the 
county court under ord. 25, r.17, and the judgment summons was rightly 
taken out under ord. 25, r. 147. The county court judge had rightly 
exercised his powers under the Debtors Act, 1869. As to the defect in the 
affidavit, it was not substantial and had been waived. There was evidence 
of means. 

Tus Court reserved judgment. 

Feb. 9.—Wiut1s, J—{ think that the proceedings in the county court 
were rightly taken under the 5th section of the Debtors Act, 1869. At 
the time when that Act was passed it was not possible to sue 
a@ firm in the firm’s name. Now that can be done, but it is 
necesrary to shew that any individual egainst whom it is sought to enforce 
a judgment recovered against the firm is a partner in that firm. In the 


present case the proceedings are governed by ord. 25, r. 145 of the? 


County Court Kul+s, and I have little coubt that, although in 1869 there 
was no power of applying a judgment against a firm against a member of 
that firm, the coun'y court judge was right in this p«rticular. Instead of 
havivg two summonses, one to ascertain whether the person is a member 
of the firm, and another to ascertain whether it is a proper case to commit, 
one summons is sufficient to do both. I think that the defendant having 
been found to be a partner the debt was due from him at the time 
when judgment was entered against the firm, although it could not 
be enforced until the fact of partnership was established. That being 
ao, I think there was jurisdiction to commit under section 5 of the 
Debtors Act, 1869, if the judge took into consideration that he had 
had means to pay the judwment so previously obtained. As to the 
point, however, that the «ffidavit under ord. 25, r. 14d, of the County 
Court Rules must shew the grounds of belief that the defendant is a 
partner, I think the contention of the defendant is right. It is a matter 
ot substance and has been decided so to be. This being so, there was no 
juriediction provided the objection was taken. There is contrary evidence 
on this point, but on the whole I think that the objection was taken and 
not waived. Asto there bemg no evidence of means, I am not satisfied 
that there was such evidence. I cannot help thinking that the witnesees 
were ovly call+d to shew defendant was a partuer, and that such evidence 
Was taken as being evidence of means to pay as well as of partnership. 
But I do not decide thi- point, as ic is not necessary. 

CHannELL, J., concurred. Writ of prohibition is-ued.—Covnszx, 8. H, 
Earle ; Whateley. so.icrrons, Pitman & Sons; Crofts & Mortimer. 


[Reported by J. A. Grezwz, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


ANDREWS v. WITTS AND ANOTHER. Div. Court. 4th Feb. 
Warse Surrty—Warerworks Cravses Act, 1863, s. 18. 


This was an appeal by case stated from the decision of the Justices for 
Gloucestershire dismissing an information preferred by the appellant, the 
secretary and manager of the West Gloucestershire ater Co., 
against the respondents charging that the respondent Witts, being a 
person having from the company a supply of water from certain stand- 
posts or pipes belonging to the company for other than domestic purpores 
—namely, for such dumertic purposes, and also for the purpore of 
Washing csrte and for use in case of fire only, and that the other 
respondent, Frederick Holly, being a person in the employment of Witts, 
did ure aud each of them did use tor purposes other than thore for which they 
or either of them were or was entitled to use the seme—to wit, for 
teade purpotes, cer'ain jarge quantities of water so supplied by the com- 
pany contrary to the provisions uf the Waterworks Clauxes act, 1863. By an 
a dated the 16th of t%& ptember, 1898, and made between the 

hombury Hural Listrict Council and their assigns and the West 
Gloucester-hire Water Vo certain main stand pipes, &c , the property of 
the district council and situate in Thornbury were demised by the di-trict 
council to the water company for thirty years at a nominal ient, and in 
consideraticn of such demise and of a rental of £30 per annum to be paid 
= = company by J district council and of certain covenante contained 

agreement, the water com covenanted to supply the stand pi 
with water sufficient for the Sapen of domestic i and wahing 
of carte 9g well as in case of fire, and the district council covenaahel 








(inter alia) that they would to the utmost of their power assig 
the water nen to prevent the misuse and waste of the water, 
Water was supplied to the +tand pipes in accordance with the agreement, 
The respondents were both ratepayers of Thornbury, and paid the raty 
imposed by the district council. The respondent Witt was a baker, ang 
the evidence was that the respondent Holly fetched water from the stang 
pipes, and that such water was used by Witt for the purposes of his 
business as a baker, and Witt said he should continue to so useit. It was 
contended that the respondents were not the proper persons to be pm. 
ceeded against, because they had no agreement with the water company, 
nor did they get their water from the company. The justices held that 
the respondents were not persons who had from the company a supply of 
water for other than domestic purposes as charged in the information, 
and dismissed the information with costs, It was now contended 
on behalf of the appellants that the, district council had made the 
agreement for and on behalf of the ratepayers of Thornbury, who 
were really the principals and paid through the agency of the district 
council for the water supplied by the water company. The respondents 
as ratepayers hada right to take water which belonged to the water 
company for certain purposer, and so had a supply from the company for 
those p Having used the water so supplied for other purposes they 
had committed an offence within the words of section 18 of the Waterworks 
Clauses Act, 1863. 

Wuus, J., said that in his opinion the respondents had a supply of 
water from the water company andif they did not come within the second 
part they came within the first part of section 18 of the Waterworks Clauses 
Act, 1863. It was clear that in the Act water supply was not limited to 
water supplied rightfully or to water supplied under a contract. The 
respondents were guilty of the offence charged. 

CHANNELL, J., concurred, and said that it was without doubt an offence 
under the Act for the person who has rightfully got water for certain 
purposes to use it for other purposes. ase remitted to justices with 


direction to convict.—CounsrL, Duke, K.C.; D. Metcalfe. Soxtcrrors, 
Thos. White & Sons. 
[Reported by J. A, Greens, Barrister-at-Law.] 
REG. v. THE BISHOP OF SALISBURY. Div. Court. 8th Feb. 


CuvurRcHWARDEN—ELECTION—RicuHT oF MINISTER TO Vote—89TH Canon— 
Srunces Bourne's Act, 1818 (58 Gro. 3, c. 69). 


Cause shewn by the Bishop of Salisbury against a rule nisi ordering 
him to admit Mr. 8. Vine as churchwarden of the parish of Winter- 
borne Came. At the election of the people’s churchwarden for the 
parish of Winterborne Came on the 7th of May, 1900, there were two 
candidates, Mr. Passemore and Mr. Vine. Mr. Passemore obtamed 29 
votes and Mr. Vine 23. The rector of the parish claimed the right to 
vote and gave six votes, the limit allowed by Sturges Bourne’s Act, 
in favour of Mr. Vine; he then as chairman gave a casting vote in 
favour of Mr. Vine. The bishop, who was then on visitation, admitted 
Mr. Passemore on the ground that Mr. Vine was improperly elected. On 
behalf of the bishop it was contended that the 89th canon 
embodied the common law and provided as follows: ‘‘ All churchwardens 
or quest men in everv parish shall be chosen by the joint consent of the 
minisier and the parishioners ifit may be. Butif they cannot agree upon 
such a choice, then the minister shall choose one and the parishioners 
another’ Tne minister has therefore at common law no right to vote for 
the people’s churchwarden. The common law is not altered by Sturges 
Bourne’s Act since it does not specially allude to the election of church- 
wardens. ‘‘ Parishioners’? in the canon means ‘‘vestry’’ minus ‘‘in- 
cumbent. The following authorities were referred to Stoughton v. Reynolds 
(2 Strange 1045), Wilson v. M:Math (3 Phillimore 67, at p. 84), RB. v. Scott 
(25 L. J. 1856), R. v Morris (1 C. C R. 95). In support of the rule 
it was contended that under Sturges Bourne’s Act every inhabitant was 
entitled to vote in respect of his assessment to the rates, and that the 
minister being an inhabitant and rated was entitledto vote. The minister 
came within the wording of section 3 of the Act, and there was nothing 
in the Act exempting tne case of election of churchwardens. There were 
cited: R. v. D'Oyly (12 A. & E. 139, per Lord Denman, p 159), R. ¥. 
Green (1 App. Ons. 533), Ransom § Nott v. Kempkin (2 Rob. R. 391), 2. y. 
Kirby (31 L. J. Q. B 3). 

Wuts, J.— Tue case is not free from doubt, but I think the rule must 
be discharged. I find myself unable to believe that Bourne’s Act was 
intended to affect the manner of electing churchwardens. There is no 
doubt that the common law is correctly expressed in the 89th canon. 
These is nothing that can be cited to the contrary; in fact, it 
has been held to be a correct statement of the common law. 
According to the canon, the minister, when he has once exercised 
his right of appointing his churchwarden, is ousted from taking 
any purt in the election of the people’s churchwarden. It is said that 
‘‘ parishioner’ includes ‘‘ minister,’’ but to hold that would be doing 
great violence to language. In trecanon “ parishioner ’’ certainly excludes 
** minister.”’ Tnerefore at common law the mini»tét was under a legal 
incapacity of voting in the election of the people's churchwarden. I cannot 
think that by a mere side wind, so to sprak, P.rliament should bave 
intended to alter so fundamental a principle. In construing a statute 
such as Bourne’s Act, where two contrary meanings may be put upon it, 
we ought to incline to that construction which is in agreement with the 
common law. It is said that section 3 of Bourne’s Act enacts that in 
every case a minister who is rated is entitled to vote, but this is not an 
election by a vestry. It is true that it is an election in a vestry, but it is 
not an election by a vestry. I do not think that the general words refer- 
ring to the general business of the vestry have removed the per 
incapacity under which at common lgw the minister lies. As to section & 
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of the Act it refers, I think, only to customs applying to a particular 
nsh and has nothing to do with the point we are deciding. 

CHANNELL, J.—In the words of the canon one churchwarden is to be 
chosen by the minister, the other by the parishioners exclusive of him 
The canon expresses the common law rule in authoritative language, and 
it has never been questioned except by a dictum of Lord Denman’s, which 
I will treat of presently. In Wilson v. McMath, pir John Nicholl, in 
speaking of the minister, says, ‘‘ And to be sure, if there was any case in 
which he ought to have retired from the chair, it was at the election 
of a second churchwarden with which he had nothing at all to do.” 
There is nothing to the contrary except the dictwn of Lord Denman, 
and that is only an adoption by him of a statement put forward 
in argument by counsel, and his decision that even if the statement is true 
yet the argument should not prevail. If, before Bourne’s Act, the 
minister was entitled to vote for his own churchwarden and then to vote 
for the other, then I think the applicants here should prevail, but in my 
opinion it was not so. Ido not think Bourne’s Act has altered the common 
law ; we must not alter the common law in a special case by a general act. 
The only doubt I have is whether, on equal votes being given for the 
second churchwarden, Bourne’s Act applies as to the minister giving a 
casting vote. Un the whole I think under the Act the minister in such a 
case has a casting vote, since he would be chairman, but tois is not neces- 
sary for our decision here. I think, however, the minister had no right to 
vote for the election of Mr. Vine, and that Mr. Vine was not properly 
elected. Rule discharged.—Counset, Dibden, K.C., and Bailey ; Edwardes 
Jones. Soxitcrrors, Robins, Hay, Waters, § Hay ; Jenkins, Baker, § Co. 

{Reported by J. A. Greene, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 

A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., Mr. Sidney Smith in the chair. The 
other directors present were Mr. Daw, Mr. Nisbet, Mr. Peacock, and Mr. 
Vallance. Six new members were admitted to the association and other 
general business transacted 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 11—Mr. R. C. Nesbitt in the chair—Mr. W. 8. Sherrington 
moved: “‘ That no member of the Government should be a member of the 
Stock Exchange or a shareholder in any company interested in Govern- 
ment contracts.” Mr. A Richardsonopposed. There also spoke Messrs. 
R. D. Workman, J. Ricardo, O. Kains-Jackson, N. Tebbutt, and P. B. 
Walmsley. The motion was carried by twelve votes to three. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chaucery-lane, on Wednesday, the 13th 
inst., Mr. T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge) in the chair. The other 
directors present were Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R Dodd, 
Walter Dowson, Hamilton Fulton (Salisbury), C. B. O. Gepp (Chelms- 
ford), J. R. B. Gregory, Sir George H. Lewis, Richard Pennington, J.P., 
Sidney Smith, Walter Trower, Maurice A. Tweedie, Richard W. Tweedie, 
and J. T. “cott (secretary). A sum of £571 was distributed in grants of 
relief, thirteen new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatine Socrery.—Feb. 12.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A. 
Johnson.—A paper on ‘the Urigin of Shakespeare’s Plays” was kindly 
read by Mr. Oharles Craddock Underwood, who moved: ‘That in the 
opinion of this house there are good grounds for believing that the 
Shakerpearian plays were written by Francis Bacon.”” Mr. W. V. Ball 
opposed. The tollowing members also spoke: Messrs. Harnett, Russell, 
Hamilton Fox, Arnold Jolly, Oroom Johnson, Tyldesley Jones, and 
Greene (visitor), Mr. Underwood having replied, the motion was put to 
the house and carried by 3 votes. A vote of thanks to Mr. Underwood 
was carried unanimously. 


Biauincuam Law Srvpenrs’ Soctery.—Feb. 12.—Mr. E. C. Rogers, M.A., 
LL.D., in the chair —A debate took place upon the following moot point : 
“A. is severely injured by a fall from his bicycle caused by the excessive 
watering of the tram lines belonging to the City Corporation. Can A. 
maintain an action for damages against the corporation? ’’ The speakers 
in the affirmative were Messrs. W. O. Camm, O. W. R Astbury, H. E. 
Bulier, H. W. Lyde, and L Bartleat ; and in the negative, Messrs. F. W. 
Hallam, E. A. B. Cox, 8. T. Grey, A. E. Coley, and T. H. Cleaver. The 
point was decided in the affirmative by 11 votes to 4. Tne meeting 
terminated with a hearty vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding. 








The judicial business of the House of Lords, says the Times, will, it is 
expected, be resumed on Monday next. The present list consists of nine- 
teen cases, of which fourteen are English, three are Irish, and two are 
Scotch appeals. There is only one case awaiting judgment. 


‘the constitution of the Court of Final App 














LEGAL NEWS.’ 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. 8. O. Macasxrz, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of Doncaster, in 
the place of his Honour Judge Meynell, deceased. 

Mr F. Srrovp, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of Tewkesbury, 
in the place of Mr. L. Morton Brown, reigned. 

Sir ArncursaLp Levin Sarrn, Master of the Rolls, has been appointed 
Chairman of the Royal Commirsion on Historical Manuscripts, in the 
place of Lord Alverstone, resigned; and Lord Atversronz, has been 
appointed a Member of the Commission. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
DissoLvurion. 


Henry Drvuir Pamirrs and Geratp Pamirrs Txompson, solicitors 
(Phillips, Son & Thompson), 27, Nicholas-lane, London. Dec. 31. 
[ Gazette, Feb. 8 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that the list of applications for private Bills for the 
Par'iametary session contains 235 measures. 

The King’s Speech on Thursday announced that ‘‘ Certain changes in 

eal are rendered necessary in 
consequence of the increased resort to it, which has resulted from the 
expansion of the Empire during the last two generations.”’ 

An adjourned sittmg for public examination in the bankruptcy of 
Benjamin Greene Lake was held on Tuesday. The bankrupt was present, 
but the official receiver and counsel fur the trustee and a creditor intimated 
they did not think it necessary to ask any further questions, and Mr. 
Registrar Brougham ordered the examination to be concluded. 


Judge Burnell, of the Third Circuit Court of Wisconsin, has, says the 
New York World, just granted a divorce to a complaining wife on the 
novel ground that her husband bad become depraved in mind and body by 
excessive cigarette smoking. This adds one more to the list of causes for 
dissolving what used to be considered “ the sacred tie of marriage.” 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
the 8th inst. Their first list of business, says the Zimes, contains fi'teen 
appeals—viz , from Ber gal four, Uudh four, and from Madras, Punjab, 
Mauritius, Western Ausiralia, Victoria, Ceylon, and Quebec one each. 
There is also a petition to prolong a patent, and there are four judgments 
for delivery. 

The Parliament which the King opened on Thursday is, says the St. 
James's Gazette, in in many ways. It is the first Parliament of 
King Edward, and the first meeting of the twentieth century. It is the 
sixteenth Victorian Parliament, if we may still count it so, and it is the 
first Parliament in h which will not be dissolved automatically (after 
six months) by the death of the Sovercign. 

A meeting of the Society of Comparative Legislation will be held at the 
Old Hall, Lincoln’s-inn, on Wednesday, February 27th, at 4.15, at which 
en address will be given by Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, K C., on 
“‘Crime and Panishment from the Comparative Point of View.’’ The 
chair wiil be taken by the Lord Chief Justice of England. All persons 
intere:ted in the subject are invited to attend. 

The following judges attended at the House of Lords on the opening of 
Parliament on Thursday: The Lord Chief Justice (Lord Alverstone), Sir 
Francis Jeune, Lord Justice Rigby, Lord Justice Collins, Lord Justice 
Stirling, and Justices Mathew, Wills, Grantham, Kekewich, Barnes, 
Bruce, Ridley, Phillimore, Cozens-Hardy, Buckley, and Joyce. They 
were accommodated on the woolsack in front of the throne, and wore their 
State robes and full-bottomed wigs. 

At the annual meeting of the State Bar Association, says the .tlbany 
Law Journal, His Excellency Wu Ting-fang, LU.D., minister plenipo- 
tentiary and envoy ex from the Emperor of China to the 
United States, Spain, and Peru, will be its guest, and will address the 


members and their guests on the e of the 15th inst , in the assembly 
chamber of the capitol. The visitor’s topic will be “* Chinese 
Jurispradence,”’ and as he is not a man of a learned lawyer, 
and an accomplished diplomat, but and writes the ish 

with fluency, the occasion cannot to be one of Interest, 


and the production one of more than ordinary valve. Wu Tinge-fang is 
an Eng) barrister, of Lincoln’s-inn. Arriving in Albany on the 15h 
instant, clad in his full robes of office and attended by his retinue of 
servants, he will be entertained by members of the association. 


Mr. Justice Buckley took the chair at a lecture given by Mr. W. F. 
Hamilton LL.D., K.C., on the liabilities of ters and directors of 
companies to the Soliciturs’ Managing Clerks’ Associa‘ion. In 
to a vote of thanks, Mr. Justice Buckley said that to his mind the stavutes 
they had been consid: ring were of enormous op mee in the history and 
development of mankind. He did not wish to depreciate the nubie eff urts 
of those who took part in missionary ent but the progress of 
commerce and ae throughout the wor in te no dvubt, a 
ee agent in the development of Lye progress largely 

epended, ultimately, on the accumulation employment of capital in 
funds, and capital was accumulated in this country under these Acts 
nt, and any question of the alteration of such Acts was one of 
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very vast importance. He did not approve of the expression ‘‘ company 
law ”’; he knew of no law relating to companies, other than the statutes 
which "governed them, which was not based on the familiar law of contract, 
agencies, turt and the like. If pe ple were discouraged from being 
directors it would, he thought, be a very grievous mischief. He thought 
the tendency should be, 1f possible, to raise the class of men who would 
accept director-hips by attaching to their positivns salaries which were 
commensurate with the respousibilities they had to undertake. A promoter, 
too, was a useful middlem+n, and one who, if he did his work honestly, 
should be encouraged. He know of no reason why men should not be 
either director or promoters, provided, first, that they observed the 


statutes governing these things; and, secondly, that they spoke the truth 
and did their duty. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recistears 1 ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Emercency Appeat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. Rora. No, 2. KEKEWICH. ByYRng. 
Monday, Feb............. 18 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr, eek Mr. Lavie 
Tuesday ..... 19 Jackson Pemberton 
Jackson Pagh Lavie 
Lavie Pemberton Beal Carrington 
Beal Jackson Pg Lavie 
Pugh Pemberton Carrington 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozeys-Harpy. FarweE.t. Buck.ey. JOYCE, 
= Mr. 7 Mr. Greswell Mr. Godfrey Mr. Leach 
Pane a ell Goat el 
‘armer Swi 
i Church to” Farmer 
Farmer Greswell Godfrey Church 
King Church Leach Greswell 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
.—Mesers, Marten & Manrwen, at the Mart, at 2:—Hyde-park, W.: No. 5, Chester- 


Feb. 20 
peoti ae oom a Family Residence, y= whey te minutes’ walk of the park 


). in goud repair; let upon repairing —s. 
$200 per acnum Solicitors, Messrs. See, ‘Noctm’ & rough: on, London — 
Belgravia : Substantially-built Set of Stabling, value £80 per annum. Solicitors, 
Mesers. Mee & Co , Fetford, Notts, and Messrs Patersons, Snow, Blosam, & Kinder, 
London. Belgravia : Two Freehold Ground-rents, smounting to £347 lis. 94. p-r 
annum, secured by two Family Kesidences let at £850 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Tragtten, Nocton, & Broughton, London. (See advertisements, Feb. 9, p. 3.) 
Feb, 21.—Messrs, > E. Foster & Czanriz.p, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSION 
To One-twefth of a Trust Fand in ~— nang Gute. & &c., value £36,000 ; 
essa. 
To Coil Btock. value £4, 487; gentleman aged 68. Solicitor, ' George R. Stubbs, 
To Two One-eighths of Consols and Freeholds, value over £4,000; lady aged 54, 
Een » Loads (33 and 36) survive her; with policies, Solicitor, W. 
me, Esq 
To £7,00cn Mortgage ; lady aged 54. Solicitors, Messrs. Crosse & Sons, London. 
To One-fifth of a Trust Fund, value £19,356, in India and Kaiiway a) bed 
ed 55. Solicitors, Messrs. Carter & Carter, Torquay, and Messrs. E. 


To Ooe-tir of h Trust Pund, value £7.61 (Mortgage and Government Stock); 
ae Solicitors, Messrs Colyer & Colyer, London. 
To One- One-ninth of £3,304, Cush and Mortgage ; lady aged 68, Solicitors, Mesars. 


. London. 
INTEREST IN POSSESSION of Gentleman aged 22 (see fall particulars). Solicitors, 


Messrs. Pearce-Jones & Co., 

POLICIES : 

oe £1,000. Solicitors. Soman, Litentte & Gs., Lontinn, 
£500 with profits Solicitors, Messrs King Wigg, & ‘0, London. 

SHARES in" vane te gn DAILY GRAPHIC.’ Rolicitors, Messrs, Micklem 


DEBENIU RES. Hh 5 + ent and yy Sond Messrs. Yeilding, Piper, & 


Michaelmas, 1902, at 











and Messrs. Sti Cy eate, 
(Bee advertisementa, this week, bac ) 
WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—¥uivar, Feb. 8 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lauitep 1x Caancery. 

Asoestisr Borax Co, Lauren —Petn for weties up. prnetet Feb 6. Gogeied to be 

heard Feb ® Birchall’s, 6, Gacechurch st solors to petner. Notice of 

ie + AF bove-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 
Axesiey Linz axp Poetiaxp Cement Co, Lamirep (15 Votuxrary Ligt ee FOR = 

pce | meee | rt, are required. on or before March 9, to 


Py 
e, ll t 
ct, solens to hquidators — . 4 


Catrozp Creuse (L0e, ——- — Cre? itors are required, _o or before Thursday Feb 28, 


to send their patnes and reere*, and the particulars er debts or claims, to John 
Bevee Giin-on, 12, adelside 16, B oc 


kley 
Curve Basx Liuiren—B. an order made by Wright, J. dated Jan 16 it was ordered 
th-t Ge vountars winding up of th- ‘ heque Bank, Limited, be continu d. Ashurst 
& Uo. 17 avenue, eclore for + etact 
Basser Lovisoxy & tox (%0.LiuitTen P. to for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed 
. Thorne & Welford, 17. Gracech: st, rolors for vetmer, Notio~ 
F Seps wut md the abuve-named not later than 6 v’clock in the afternoon of 


Brass Save ti, nee oye are required, Ad or before March #0. to send 


sGoteme, 206 “he p-rticulars ebte or claims, to Bhd we 
= Oewal4, Bostm House, New Br md st 
Lospox ayy Grown Pinasce Conronation, Liuire» (19 eer ee 2 
raat, <oe on ot belure Mareh 22, to thetr names the particulars 


or dakms, to Cloutte and Charles Jermyn Ford, 43, Lothbury. 
Sass F ferdios. ta Oil toad eden on 


Loxpoyw anp Grose Finance Corporation, Lumtep—By en order made by waa 
dated Jan 19, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the compauy be continued, 
Mor'ev & Co, 53 Gresham Hous-, solors for petner 

Merropoutran PusuisHine So, Litrep— Treditora are required, on or before March 81, to 

send th ir names , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Osc 
Michael 37, Walbrook 

Norton & | 0, Limrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to be heard a 
Feb 20, Kenyon & Bransbury, 7 and 8, Ironmonger lane, sol ors for petner. Noticeof 
cppeeiog must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cleck in Phe afternoon ¢ 

eb! 

OrreGon AnD Mines Drve.opment Co, vena wpe are required, on or 

* e * in their yg? and addresses. and the particulars of their debts and 
claima, to D. C. Defries and R. Logan, 16, Great St. SHelewe 

B8corr & Ad roe A are ’ required, on or before March 19, to send theiy 
nsemes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Norman Scott ang 
peg oom: Renee Rhodes, eworks, Yeadon, Leeds. Wade & Co, Bradford, solon 

liquidators 

Vayovaup Cros “y Luurep—Creditors are required. on or before March 19, to send 
in their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Nelson 
George Harries The B:idge, Walsall 

W B Cocuranet & Co, Lnarep—Creditors are required, on or before March 9, to send their 
names = 1d addreaees, to Athro Alfred Kish, Bryn Towy, Brockley, London, 8.E, 
Ralph & Co, Morgata st, solora to the liquidat 


County Pauarine or LANCASTER. 
Luarep m CHANoERY. 
Bostock & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to be heard tte 
Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Feb 18, at 10.30. Grundy & 
31, Booth st, Manchester, for Hindle & 8on, Darwen, solora. Notice of appearing mi 
reach the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 16 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1 CHanceRy. 

City Rea.ization anp Auction Co, Limirzp—By an order made by Cozens-Hardy, J,, 
dated Dec 11, it was ordered that the voluatar¢ winding up of the company be continued, 
Heider & Co. 3 and 4, Clement’s inn, Strand, for Simpson & Simpson, Leeds, solors 

Coventry S ae Firrinc ELEctricat AND ENGINgERING Co, Limrrep—By an order made by 
Wright, J., dated Feb 7. it was ordered that the voluatary winding up of the company 
~ continued. Sharpe & Co, 12, New ct, Carey st, for Hughes & Masser, Coventry, solor 

or petners 

Douerty Iron Castines Process, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb §& 
. directed to be heard on Feb 20, Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for 
petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o "olock in the 
afternoon of Feb 19 

Fizer Cycie %o, +, oil —Creditors are required, on or before Friday, March 1, to send 
their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Roland Allen 
Felton, 131, Edmund st, Birmingham. Blyth & Co, 112, Gresham House, Old Bowie 
for Fallows & ‘ochrane, Birmingham, liquidator’s solors 

Gtiose Typewaites, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 1, to send their 
San — addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J T Musgrave, u, 

i 

James Hitt, Lonrtep—Creditors are required, on or before March 22, to send their names 

om addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Smethurst, 2, 
Pall Mil, Manchester. Jones, Manchester, solor to liquidator 

Joux Coxper & Co, Limrep (In Ligu tatiox) —Oreditors are required, on or before 
March 30, to send their names esses, the particulars of their debts, to 
— Wilson, 37, Brown st, Manchester. Orford & Sons, Manchester, solors jto liqui- 

r 

Unxswortn’s, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before March 25, to send their names 
and addresses, and the par’iculars of teeir debts or claims, to Joseph A Unsworth, 98, 
Lek lane, Liverpool. Gill & Co, Liverpool, solors nd = Mauitatoe 

Voicanio Fusyace anp ae Co. Liutzo—Peta f winding up. presented Feb 9, 
directed to be heard Feb 20, y & Co, 1. Sewton, Geena. Pot Mumford & Co, 
Bradford, solors for petners. otice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 4 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 

Wovew Leararr Macuine Beitine Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March their names and addresses, and = of their debts or claims, 

Smith, Leadenhall an 101, 


alist, Biair & Girling, 1, 
Wool Exchange, Basinghall st, solors for liquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette—Tunspay. Feb. 12. 
Biacxsorne, Evwarp, New Alresford, Bratton, Priam: Solicitor Feb 28 Damant ¥ 
Biackmore. Kekewich, J rts 


ao 4 _——, mouth 
Kyrs, Jonxs Husparp, Smalley, Der March 9 Kyte v Kyte, Farwell, J 
Pinder, Derby 


Lemmon. Cuances, Shouldham, Poston Farmer March 12 Lemmon v Lemmon, Far 
well, J Sadler, King’s Lynn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day ov Crain. 
London Gazette,—Tusspay, Jan. 29. 


Reties James Evwanrp, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st, Journalist March | Groves, Fulham 
reef arity Ng A ye 
Hramoie, Apa Constance, Notting! 0 
Cass. Wit.1am, Bradford, Fore oman Engiveer "Feb 16. Trowaras & & Massey, Bradford 
Cuengixctow, Many. Shifnal, Salop Feb 23 
Davis Sanaun Reigate March 13 Rau F “oa” 
Dovey. Franc:s, Long acre, Harness Maker March 1 Hudson, Ely pl, Holborn 
Durrow Exiza Southport #b7 Giles, Chester 
Pouwtais Busy Lavinia, Hareowat-, Yo k Marchi HorsfleldpBarnsley 
Fivtp Many 4m, Ipsw March 9’ Gobbold & ‘Jo, yes 
Gu.cetr Joss, Seweem, Sore ag ¥ yn fi . goueet, Baths Rotherham 
Hares, Sanan, Evesham, Worcester 2 Oox, Evesham 
Hate Josern’ Lower Gornal, stafford, General dmith Feb 22 Huoper & Fairbaim, 
Dudley 

Hupsow, Banan Macclesfield Feb 98 Wilson, Long Eaton, nr Notti: gham 
bonsmesune, Rev Geonce Wittiam, Barnwell, Northampton Feb 28 Gnsrard & Coombe, 
‘undle 
Kwiont, James Onances, Totton, Hire Carter March 12 Cen gell & Pope, Southampton 
ene , Leoke, Innkeeper 7 March 1 ‘Dawaon & Sn fl Leeds 

Any, JOBErH, ry 
Lowa, Bd Gronox Hexny, New Windsor, March 9 Lovegrove & Durant, 





Loxovann, Frances, Freemantle, Southampton March 9 Coxwell & Pope, Southamptoo 




















muams, Da' 
‘WorpswoRTH, 


Bacox. EGLaNt 
BECKLEY, += 

LLAMY: I 
Br Sas 


Cveiey, TAME! 
Davies, Make 
Dioxess, Mas 
Dwyze, J AME: 
Giyx, Lt Gen 

& Co, P. 


Resp, ELLEN 
Book, Benya 
Surru, > 
Brawuixe, Tr 
land 
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Portman 


Macxenziz, Rev. CHARLES Henry Nurz, Weston super Mare March8 Blewitt & Co, Gum, Cuan.es Epwanrp, Silvermere, nr Cobham, Surrey March 25 Saxton & Morgan, 
i: nj 


fz: 
Muzzs, Mary Axn, Work Feb 12 Mason, bey 7 
pee Suan *pwarp. Fulham, Builder Feb 26 H & C Gill, Earl’s Court rd 
Nort. Wiuram anTHONY, Northumberland av F+b%8 Swann & Co, Chancery In 
OrrewELL, HENeIETTA, Peckham March2 Mills & Co. Queen Victoria st 
Parry, Maria EvizaBeTH, shepherd’s Bush Feb 28 Beattie, London wall 
Picgues, WititaM. Darton, nr Barnsley Feb 12 Townhead & Woodhead, Wakefield 
Raynon Sarvrt THoMss, Kingston upon Hull March 12 Laverace & 0, Hull 
SraavBENZEE, Dame CuaRLotTe Louisa Vax, Minehead, Somerset March2 Witham & 
Gray’s inn sq 2 
eae or, Roserra Junction rd, Holloway March 2 Mills & Co. Queen Victoria st 
TearroRD, GzoxGE Kopert Linco, Tailor March 1 La: gley & Tweed, Lincoln 
Tunyes, NEVILLE Grorcz Harry Feb 28 Large & Son, South sq 
Warsox, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Provision Dealer March 25 Dransfield & Elsdon, 
Newesstle upon Tyne t 
Warsox,THomas Newcastle upon Tyne, Provision Dealer March 25 Dransfield & Eledon, 
Newcastie upon Tyne — 
Wuu1ams, Davip, Pontymoile, Monmeuth. Farmer March 16 Fisher, Cardiff 
WoupsworTH, BarBara, Worthing Feb 28 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 1. 


Bacon. Eaantive, Albert gt March 1 Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Becxizy, Sana, Brixton March 16 Avery & Son, Finsbury pavement 

Bruamy. Wittiam Freperick, Hampstead, Accountant March 25 Broomhead & Co 
sheffield 


Best, ExizaneTH Squinz Way, Exeter March2 Friend & Co, Exeter 

Buaxp, @xonce Davison, Sydenham, Kent March 5 Spottiswoode, Norfolk st 

Buzarv, WattEr Hersert, Southampton, Surveyor March 8 Paris & Co, South- 
ampton 

Bovexe, +NN®*, Bristol Feb 28 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Buixiey-Jonnson, ELLEN Hiupitcu, Kew, Surrey March1 Skewes-Cox & Oo, Lancaster 

i, Strand 

mee Tuomas, City rd, Coffee House Keeper March 1 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

Cuarmax Manta, Northampton March 14 East. B: halt st 

Cooper, Frank, Uheddar, Somerset March 4 March, axbridge, Somerset — 

Coryrorp Rev James, and Mrs Mary Emma Coryrorp, Stanley mansions, Chelsea 
March 3) Rooke & Macdonald, Bath 

Cverey, James, Gloucester Marble Merchant Feb 28 Grimes, Gloucester 

Davigs, Mancaret, Holloway rd March 1 Chapman, Gray’s inn 

Dicxess, Martin Jessx, Bromley, Keat March 13 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Dwvze, James, Liverpool Feb 2s Evans & Co, Li 1 


verpoo 
Guys, Lt Gen RicHAgp Tuomas, CB, CMG, Stratfieldsaye, Hants March 12 Houseman ; 
& Co, 


Princes st, Storey's gt : 
Gaxcson, CHARLES 3TuaRT Liverpool Feb 26 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 
Heursteap, KeseccaA, Wickhambrook, Suffolk Feb28 Clapham & Co, Devonshire sq, 
Bishopsgate 
Houtoway, Danizt, Yardley, Worcesters, Auctioneer Feb 28 BeaJe & Co, Birmingham 
Macpoxatp. Lemvet, Draycott, Derby March 16 Eking he Nottingham 
Marv, ManGaRET Exvizasetu Ripron, Chingford, Eesex M 25 King & Co, Queen 
Victoris st 
Sam, Sanvei. Sutton at Hone, Kent, Fruiterer Mareh 25 King & Co, Queen 
icturia 8! 
Owsy, Fanny Mary, 8t Leonards on Sea March1 Bridgeman & Willcocks, College hill 
Pexcettey, Emanvus~L Wooupsivcz, Elsham rd, Kepsington March 9 Laytons, 
bu ge row 
Psarwroor ExizaneTu, Kew, Surrey Feb 2i Chamberlayne & Co, Norfolk st, Strand 
Resp, LLEN, Bayswater March 1 Wood, Wrington, Somerset 
Roox, Bensamin, Biackheath, Worcester, Draper Feb 14 Cookeey, Old Hill. Staffs 
Surry, Tuomas, Barnacre with Bonds, Lancs. Vorn Miller Feb 28 Clarke & Co, Preston 
Srzuuixc, Tuomas, Kirkbridge, nr Bedale, Yorks, Yeoman ¥Feb25 Edmundson & Gow- 


land, Masham 
Brevens, Ricnarp, Tavistock, Devon March 1 Mathews, Tavistock 
Svazey, Epuunp, Ilford, Essex, Farmer March4 Hunt & Co, Romford 
Tensy, Joux, Kingston upon Hul!, Coal Dealer Feb 16 Jacobs & Dixon, Hull 
Tuourson, James, Warton, nr Ki‘kham Feb 28 Gaulter, Fleetwood 
aren. Euity, Old Hill, Stafford, Licensed Victualler Feb 28 Cooksey, Old Hill, 
8 
Wavpwove, James Ewer, Fulham Marchil Cayley, Southampton bldgs 
Wivter, Henry, Hastings March 31 Meadows & Co, Hastings 
Woop, Tuomas, Uckfield, Sussex Feb 21 Lewis & Holman, Lewes 
Wniciey. sArnau, Windermere. Westmorela.d March1 Turner & Sons, Preston 
—, Cuartorre Atick DraumMmonp, Ascot, Berks March 4 Bird & Eldridges, Gt 
ames st 


London Gazette, —Twrspay, Feb. 5. 


Boxt, Harnierr, Twi March 1 Griffith, St Bride’s av 


st, 
TyLpen-WsicHT, CHARLES ‘toum Ovyutry, Mapperley Hall; Nottingham March 1 
| Hodding & Oo, Worksop 

' Venneoeense Joun Wi..14m, South Willingham Rectory, Lincoln April 6 Toynbee 


Lincoln 
| Wacker, Racu«t Manwan. Birstwith, York March1 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
| Wurtz. Heyey. South Kensington, JP March 31 Godden & Co, Uld Jewry 

| Wiitxixs, Epmunp, Mortimer, te-ks Febdi14 Creed, Readi: 

| Wires Saran Ans, Cheltenham March 1 ths & 10, U 

| Wricut, Bexyamin Gitxa, Eccup, York, Farmer March i Harland & Ingham, Leeds 


London Gazette.—-Fripay, Feb. 8. 


| Apams, Wesstesr, Ipswich March 30 W-sthorp & Co, ry 
Apa, Heaton, Ho beck, Nottingham, Farmer March 16 J 8 & C A Whall, Worksop 
ALLARD, GzoRGE ALFRED, Cheadle, Stafford, Saddler Feb1 (‘ull & Brett, Cheadie 

| Breartey, Curves, Mirfield, York, Piasterer March 16 Wils.n, Mirfield 

| Briscoz, Mary ANNE. March 30 J N & EA Cotterell, Walsall 

| Bruce Ayniz Moncrrerr, Newcastle upon Tyme March 19 Philipson & Turnbull, 

| Newcastle upon Tyne 

| Coox, Jutta Exes, Brighton March 30 Fallows & Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Fopen, Frances, Birmingham March 12 Pritchard, 

Garrett, Freperick Moss, Birmingham March 24 Rabnett, Birmingham 

Goopwin, SamMuEL, Worsley, Lancs March 30 Manchester 

Gorpoy, Grorcz Aucustus, Kew, Surrey Marché Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 

ee ~ we Thorngumbald in Holderness, \ork, Hay Dealer March 12 Park & Son, 


Hestetuwaits, Joun WItvay, March 2 Weightman & Co, Liverpool 

Bepworte Magia, Harrow ra’ Marke SME&IB oun Clement’s inn 

Heywvop-Jonss, Richarp Heywoop, Badsworth Hall, ar Pontefract, York March 8 
Leatham & ‘0, Waketieia 

Hott, Tuomas Epwakrp, Litchfield, Southampton March 14 Barnes, Kingsclere 

Joxrs, Toomas Birkenhead, Chester March 22 Quiggin & Bros. Te 

Jowett, THomes, Bradf rd, Worsted Spinner March 19 Mumford & Bradford 

Kensixotox, Right Hon Witiiam, Sth Baron March 25 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s ct, 
Charing Cross 

KErrsow, Isanetta, Bath March 4 Wilson, Bath 

Leama, Toomas, Kingston upon Hull Marchi Shackles & Dunkerly, Hull 

Lowry, Ricnarp, Northumberland March 15 Chater & Atkinson, Newcastle upon 

Tyne 


Ty 

Oxpr1zLp, Epwix Jony, Winchester March5 Bowker & Sons, Winchester 
| Payne James, Tunstall, Stafford, Innkeeper March 5 Tunstall 
| Pegx, Epmunp Yares Balrath, co Meath, Ireland March 11 Evans & Co, Gray's inn aq 
| Pre Davin, Falkingham, Lincoln, Gardeaer March 22 Smith & Co, Horbling 

Rawpon, Henry Grezexwooo, Elstree, Herts March 15 Kav, Palace gdas ter 

Rorgr, Hayyan, Rugby, Warwick March8 Wratielaw & Thompson, Rugby 

Satt, Faepericx, Tunsta!l, Stafford, Solicitor March5 Adams, Tunstall 
| Sctater-Boorn Hon Diana Mania Peyevorz, Hobart pl, Eaton sq Murch 25 
is seen, Hastings Miah a1.‘ Fhdliige & Chesunen, Sesto 
| SLADE, 4LFRED, ngs : 

Srorr, Witt1Am, Woburn, Bedford. Farmer March4 Tanqueray, Woburn 
| Story, Emma Jutii, Dover Marchi11 Bradley, Dover 
| Tuextoy, Acyes, Buxton March 23 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 
Tompson, Ropert, Saltwood, Kent, Land Agent March 12 Mowll & Mowli, Ashford 
Uprox, Jonn Grorce, Ealing March 81 Boydell, South eq, Gray’s ian 
We ccna, Norman Coarces StJames'ssq Feb28 Mackrell & Co, Cannon st 
Worruixeton, Ricuarp, Bruntiogtnorpe, Leicester March 16 Salisbury & Woodhouse, 


Leicester 
Wiuieut, Estxex, Birmingham March 4 Round, Birmingham 














| Warnine To InTENDING House Purcuassrs anp Lassexs.—Before pur- 
| chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
| Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
| Engineering Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
| minster. Fee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 25 
| years. Telegrams, “‘ Sanitation,’ London.—[Apvr.] 
| Wuy Pay Renr ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisu 
TemPgrance Lire Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
halt yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 


ickenham 
Buvox, Mania Aprecina, Brussels, Belgium March 14 Patersons & Co, Lincoln's inn | jg that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for tne family. 


fields 
Haanis, Many, Randolph gdps, Maida Vale March 12 Carter & Bell, Idol In 
Hewarr, Grorez AnpREWws, Winchester ril6 Toynbee & Jo, Lincoln 


Hvonss, Saran Ann, Liverpool March 30 Lewes & Co, Li 

darvcock ‘Tuomas WiLL1AM, Keclesfield, York March 12 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
Lawis, sAMUEL, Cork st, Burlington gardens Marcn 11 Davies, Bedford row 
Mooaparr, FrepeRicx, Appleby, Westmoreland March1 Bell & Moo:dsft, Appleby 
Pirsk, Joux Dixox, Ipewih wich 

Saxpys, Euiza, Vover March 25 
SuagveLL, Many Ann, Middlesbrough March 1 


Feb 28 Notoutt & Son, Ips 
Hubbard, te - 
J & Jackson, Middlesbrough 





Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full etc., at 


London Office, 96, Queen-street, Cheapside.—[Apvr. 


For Txroar Ixexrration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
ap prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
| in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. tie. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
: pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. 








BANKRUPTC*% NOTICES. 


vet Feb 4 





Havcoy, Jauzs Neats, Upper Olapton, Ledger Clerk High Srxwanrr, Tuomas, and Faepesice Epwano Warragons, 
Court ” Ord Feb 4 : , Manufacturers Manchester Pet 


London Gaxzette.—F away, Feb. 8, oo, ey ern <—o Insurance Agent High Jani6 Ord Feb 6 
urt t Sroxes, Gsoncr Curussar, Lickey Hil’s, Barnt Green, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Heassxt, Horace Psrcivat, Bradford, Wholesale ‘ 
Stationer Bradiord Pet Feb 4 Ord Heb 4 | Sou, Sci tngitr Seukgee MENS 


Axoxew, Joun Rosp, Longton, Staffs, Grocer Stoke upon 
frent Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 4 
Basxion, Geonak, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, Auction- 
eee Newoasileon Tyne Pet Feb5 Ora Feb5 
Banssyorv, Jou, Waterloo rd, Brass Finisher High Court 
Feb6 O:d Feb 5 
Bast, fuisvvony AtYRep, Sheldwich, Kent, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Bou, SamuKL, King’s Lynn Norfolk, Leather Seller King’s 
Lynn Pet Feb4 Ord Febd 
Beauey, Ricuarp, Otley, Yorks, Plumber Leeds Pet 
ee, “Wines, Wittest, Notte 2 ttingham Pet 
ILLIAM, ‘ord, ts No am 
Feb4 Ora Feb4 
Qoox, Gronce, Padiham, Lancs, Grocer Burnley Pet 
oy hes ad Erith, K Ironmonger 
OK, ENKY Gropar » Kent, 
ter Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb¢ 
Joun, Darlington, Cabinet Maker Stockton on 


ageat Ni 


Gaacrr, 


_ Pet Feb . Ord Wns, Cnte » ms 
+ JauEs, Salis! rer Salis’ 
Web 4 Ord Feba ~ 





ALB 
omy Sat Re 


Hotiows.1, Tuomas Baxnerr, Northampt: 
orthampton Pet FebS Ord Feb 5 


Jongs 124, Baling, Milliner Brentford Pet | 4 
Arent ory ‘ Taurrir. Jawes, Shaftesbury av High Court Pet Jan 82 
Kxasy, Bpwaxp Bowanrp, Bristol, Manufacturers’ Agent | ura Feo 4 
Bristol Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 5 ; 
Owkxn, Rovert, Bunoorn, Chester, Grocer Warrington 
Pet Fedé Ord Feb 6 
Paumen, Avensp, Leytonstone High Court Pet Feb 6 | 
Ord Feb 6 | 


Panxen, .THomas, and Goipruonrs, Haray Pxacivat, | 
Lancs, Joiners. Pregton Pet Feo 6 


vourt Pet Febdé 


| Tarsor, Parpmaicx Tuomas Coorgs, Reading, Contractor 
Readwg Pes Fedl Ord Febi 


| Wacrsa, Morais, Fournier st, Spitalfields, Wholerale 
| Wanon, Pun dorbury, Wood Turner Wekateld Pet 
| Wane ty on Sea, Joiner Hastings 
hie Pet Fob 4 hance - 

| ""Kyacuh Pees Oa hae  Cueeme 


Feb 6 

Panties Ook Bee 4 salted | Wiitrams, Gronce, Ronsar Wiitiams, and Wrater 

Savgu, Fuxpaaicx Jaxces, Warwick nd, Maida Valo, Mantle 
Manufacturer BMigo Court Pet 

Suorro, y ~~~ UMARLES Riou, Gighgate, Warehouse- 
man 


Deciuvs Mivss Wiitiams, Barrow ie Furness 
Pet Fed Und Fed 5 


6 Ord Fedé . 
Wasxs. Hxnsrat Writiam, Mincing In, Accountant High 
Ord Feb 6 Gourt Pet Feb’ Ora bs 
Abadare Pet Feb | Wrersa, . ym Dressmaker (Birmingham 
Pet Feb Fed 
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FIRST MEETINGS. 
Attanson, Toomas, Leeds, Porter Feb18at11.80 Court 
house, Northalierton 
nar j 9 py Stationer Feb 15 at 8 


Reo, 172, h st. Southampton 
Saipan Juxx, Waterloo rd. Beas F Finisher Feb 19 at 
il sankru blegs Carey st 


Brzwster, Jouy 
Hastings, Uycie Makers Feb 25at12 Uouaty Court, 
24, Gas oriies 1d, Hastings 

Brows, Joserpn #zays, Jonsy Witt1am Brown, and 
Freprrick Brastey, No: pton Shee Manufac- 

tae s Feb i8#t%.30 Franklia’s Hotel, Guildhali rd, 


smypton 
Canons, Joun Jostru, Hartlepool, Piasterer’s Labourer 
Feb 15 at3 Off Rec, 25, Jobn st, Sunderland 
Cotruurst, James CotmeR North Petherton. Somersets, 
Farm Feb 16at11 Off Rec, 5s, Hammet st, 


Seenten 

CorrRe.u, Cuaries, Moseley, Worcester, Commission 
agent Feb 1s at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Dovr, Tomas Montacve, Tonbridge, Kent, Plumber 
Feb 16 at 2.30 C J Parris, 65 65, High st, Tunbridge 

Exton, Daxizz Kuyicut, Willenhall, Stafford, Lock 

Manufacturer Feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Emery, Tuomas, Carshalton, Surrey, Builder Feb 16 at 
11.80 24, Kailway app. London Bridge 

Fisner. Joun, Swarkestone, Derbys, faimer Feb 15 at 12 
Off R-c, 47, Full st, Derby 

Frosrick, Henry Gzoncr, Erith, aon Iconmonger Feb 
2 at 11.30 115, High st Rocheste 

Garner, Jou, Leicester, Sawyer Feb 15 at 3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge st, Leivester 

Grauanm, amen, Austin Friars, Secretary Feb 20 at 
230 Bankruptoy bligs. «‘arey at 

Guneces, Joun HEnny, Sheffierd, Jeweller Feb 15 at 12 

ec, vigtree in, ‘Bheffieid 

Grey ges Salisbury. Wilts, Caterer FebibSat12 Off 
Rec, tindlees st, Salisbury 

Hircacock, Henry Tuomas, Desford, Leicesters, Black- 
—_— = 15 at 1230 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, 


ices! 

Jackson, Save. Doncaster, Watchmaker Feb 16 at 12 30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

—_ Joun, Fenton, Stafford, Builder Feb 15 at 11.80 
utf Rec, King et, Newcastle er Lyme 

Joyxes, CATHERINE Jaxx, Lianfyllio, Montgomery, Inn- 

eeper Feb 20 at12.30 1, High st, Newtown 

Kenpauu, G A Bishopsgate st Without, Financial Agent 
Feb 19at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Manoyey, Mary Ann, Kbbw Vale, Mon, Innkeeper Feb 15 
at3 1365, High st, Merthyr Tyafil 

Nation, Cuagies James, Taunton, Motel Keeper Feb 15 
at1l_ Clarke’s Hotel, Taunton 

Nearzs. Witiiam R, Great Ormond st, Cab Proprietor 
Feb 20 at 12 Bankruotcy bidgs, Care. st 

Payne, eel Wittiam, 8t Denys, ey 
Buteher Feb 15 at 330 Off Rec, 172, High 
Southampton 

Ports. ArgtHun, Wolverhampton Feb 19 at 1030 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Rosexsercer, Moritz, 8t Helen's pl, Fancy Goods Manu- 
facturer Feb 20 at (1 Bankruptcy bidgs, carey st 

Surrn, Frank Wolverhampton, Coal Merchant Feb 19 at 
11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Suir, THOMAS Ln pep Derby, Butcher Feb 15 at 11 
Off Ree, 47, Full t, Derby 

Brone, MARKs, pow yey Rosenserc, Leeds, Slipper 
Makers Feb i5atii Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Tarkant, Eowarp Fovurnunor, Dartfo 


rd, Milliner Feb 

25 at11 115, High st, Kochester 

Taran, Wi..14m, Saiford, Cattle Agent Feb 15 at 2.30 

Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Tomurx, JamEs, Barnet, Herts, Baker Feb 15 at 3.30 95, 
Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Vixcrnt, “1LL1AM, Tottenhill, oe k, Labourer Mar 14 
at 10.80 Court house, King’s L 

West, Grorce, New Lenton, ottingh am, Engine Driver 
Feb 16 at 2.30 Off Ree, 4, Castile pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 

Wauituse, Haney, 8t Leonard’s on Sea, Joiner Feb 25 at 
12330 Couaty Cour:, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Wiierssox, Nove.ro, Kingston upon Aull, Joiner Feb 15 
atll Trinity House in, Bult 

Wiziames, Atraep James, eo Carpenter Feb 15 
atil 6, Atheneum ter, Piymouth 

Witson, BF nes Birmingham, Gasfitter Feb1S8at11 174, 
Corporation ‘st, Birmingham 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Brngsrogy, Joux, Waterloo rd, Brass Finisher High 
Court Pet Fed5 Ord Feb 5 

Best, Tuzopore Atrrep, Sheidwich, Kent, Baker Canter- 
bury Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Burewstes, Joun Fercatt, and ALLAN Hopason Parker 

. vycle Makers Hastings Pet Jan30 Urd 


Feb 

Butt, pamvug.t, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Leather Seller 
King’s Lyon Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Bustey, Ricsarp, om Yorks, Piumber Leeds Pet 
Feb4 und Feo 4 

re ae, Wilford, Notts Nottingham Pet Feb 
4 

Covarugy, fpomas Francis, Gower st High Court Pet 


Dec 10 Ura Feb 5 
Caepee, Sims, Toddington, Beds Luton Pet Jan 25 


Darron, Cuartzs Epwarp, Long Bennington, Liaca, 
Farmer Nottingham Pei Vec22 Ord Feb 6 
Dezsz, 
. 


ELGaTE, and ALLAN Hopcson Parker, 


Grorce Kpwarp, Briconf Gis, 
eath P.tJan22 Ord Febé sated 
, Varshalton, Surrey, Bailder Croydon 
Pet Jan #6 Ord Jan 31 
Fria Tom Azruve, Leeds, Electrical Engineer Leeis 
PetJan® Ord Feb 5 


» Metal Merchant 


Ponerar Sueane Banousicc, Manchester, 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb5 





Gatgen, Soe —, — Cabinet Maker Stockton on 


4 

oy jones Here, , Sheffield, Jeweller Sheffield Pet 
Jan 10 b 

Gone, Fue, Salisbury, Caterer Salisbury Pet Feb 4 


Jerrersoyx, SamugL, Hammersmith, Coal Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb6é 

Kessy, Epwarp Sowarp. Bristol, Manufacturers’ Agent 
Bristot Pet Feb5 Ord F-b5 

Lewis, Gzorce Heyry, Peckham, Butcher High Court 
Pet Jau1i Ord Feb 6 

Lyir, Water ap og Croydon, Bee Retailer Croydon 
Pet Jan2 Ord Fi 

Neate, Wittiam eek Ormond yd, Gt Ormond st 
Vab Proprietor High Uourt Pet Jan 25 Ord Febé 

Owen. Roseat, Runcorn, Chester, Grocer Warrington 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Parker, THomas, and Harry Perciva, GotpTHoRrPeE, 
Sens, Lancs, Joiners Preston Pet Feo 6 Ord 

—— Joserx, My Malleable Iron Founder Walsall 


Feb4 Ord Fel 
, EDWARD Wits, 8t Denys, Southampton, 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 4 

Rawe Jossrx Evans, Southam rw Bootmaker South- 
ampton Pet Jan 14 na, Fe 

Rawiines Henry, Stratford. Eater, Licensed Victualler 

h Court PetJan6 Ord Feb4 

Sasatineen, A.rrep, Armley, Leeds, iat Strap Manu- 
farctue-r Leeds Pet my 25 Ord Feb 6 

Saysz, Farperick James, Warwick rd, Maida Vale, Mantle 
Manufacturer HighCourt Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Suore, Joun & le, Wool Stapler Rochdale Pet Nov 
29 Ora Feb 5 

Suorto, Freperick Cuarves Rica, Highgate, Warehouse- 
man High “Court Pet Feb6 Ord #ebé6 

Simz, James Keiru, Haverf srdwest, Fem Victualler 
Pembroke Dock Fet Jan2\ Ord Feb6 

berdare, Innkeeper Aberdare Pet Feb 


SarrH, ALBERT, Al 
5 Ord Fed5 
Hills, Barnt Green, 
bey ary Hotel Proprietor Doniagten Pet Febé 


Pay NE, 





Sroxes, Grorce Cvrupert, Lickey 


Ord Feb 

TaRRANT, Bow. snp Fovruror, Bexley, Kent Rochester 
Pct Jan 30 Feb 4 

Targant 


wT, WALTER, and Henry Cuartron Buckworrs, 
igh Court Pet 


type Agents 


e 
bes Fr an, Senators Yorks, Wood Turner Wakefield 
e 
Waittizr Harry 8t Leonard’s on Sea, Joiner Hi 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 " — 
Witurams, Atrrep J 7 Devonport, Carpenter Plymouth 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 
Wrenx, Heesert tee Mincing lane, Accountant 
High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb6 
Wrnrter. Rost Birmingham, Dressmaker Birmingham 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 5 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER DISCHARGED. 


Lewsey, Witiiam, Grove Farm, Chadwell. Essex, Carman 
ae ag ey . Rec Ord Oct 12 Adjud Oct12 Annul & 
an 2 


London Gazette.—Tvusspay, Feb. 12, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AnpéEgsos, Davin T, Newcastle Ty Tailor Newcastle 
oa Tyne Pet Jan 25 Ord Fi 

Beck /aBu Freperix, ny odd Hull, 1} Merchant 
Kingstoa upon Hull Pet FebS Ord Feb 

Benpvy, Ricuarp Wituiam Frome, aed, Farrier 
Frome Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb9 

Briees, E.uis, Margate. assistant Teacher Canterbury 
Pet Feb7 Ord Pet7 

Byrwatesr, Lovisa, Aberavon, Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Neath Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Cocker, Lawrence, Bolton, Bsker Bolton Pet Feb 7 
Ord Feb 7 

Davies, Wittiam Puituivs, Carmarthen, Builder 

2 Carmarthen Pet ag Ord re 7 

DE ILLIAM, Han ronmonger Hanley 

Pet Feb 9 ‘Ord Feb 9 

Exszcoop, Atrrep Witiiam, Norwich, Tramcar Driver 
Dorwich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 

FratHerston, Henay, peenegs, ‘Durham, Miner Durham 
Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 8 

Fixercues, Freperic Aveustus Pay 
Assistant Schoolmaster by Pet or a 9 Ord ene 

FRANKLAND, Fravycis AmBrose, Accrington, Solicitor 
Preston Pet Feb9 (id Feb 9 

Gray, THomas Henry, Gt bn yy Corn Merchant 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb8 Ord Febs 


Guzst, Howarp, Stourbridge, Worcester, Licensed Vic- 
tuller stourbridge Pet Feb4 Ord 4 
Hotmes and ANNESLEY Builders High 


Vourt PetJaniv Ord Febs8 
Horz, 5 Boessne, eee, Builder High Court Pet 
Wee 1 eb 
Hvcues, Exxis, volwyn Bay, Denbighs, Builder Bangor 


Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Jacxsoy, Henry, Dewsbury, gqunermen Basket Maker 
Dewsbury Pet Feb7 Ora F. 

JorpAN, Freperick WILLiam, Ealing, Tailor Brentford 
Pet Jau 26 Ord Feb i) 


x” = Frayx, Derby, Piumber Derby Pet Feb9 Ord 


Kxyow.es, Watter Hewry Donaup, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Glass Draser High Court Pet Feb 7 Feb7 
Lzaca, Avcustos Lgvpoup, Brixtoa. Theatrical Proprietor 

Wandewurth Fe: Keb9 Ord Feb9 


Lercs, Gzorce Henry, rr, Flinte, Laundry Proprietor 
Ma Poms ad Hamebost a 

RaIOTT, GEORGE, ‘tom, L 

Pt Feo9 Ord Bb ya ee ene 
Manrspzx, Tuomas, 

Jan22 Ord Feb 8 


Biackburn, Grocer Blackburn Pet 





| 








Purtirson, James, Kendal, Cycle Manufacturer Kendal 
Pet Feb8S Ord Feb 8 
Ricuangps, GrirritTH, Holyhead, Draper Bangor Pet Feb 
7 Ora Febd7 
Simms, ExizapeTH, Henry Craven, and Water 81 
a eae Waste Dealers Dewsbury Pet Febé 
bé 


Spanier, M Lower marsh, Lambeth, e amaa Frame Maker 
High Court Pet Nov 18 Ord Feb 

Sreap “Bacnon. Widnes, Lancs, Chemist Liverpool Pet 
Feb8 Ord feb8 

Tipper Henny Epwakp. Stoke upon Trent, Tramcar Con- 
ductor 8toke upon Trent Pet Febs Ord Feb 8 

Topp. Joun, and George Henry Fewxes, Erdi 
bt tae Coal Dealers Birmingham Pet Feb 7 

) 
— <)> Hay Dealer Liverpool Pet 
b 8 Fel 

Viney, James Dunster gdns, gem fs Commercial 
Clerk High Court Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

WEkstER, Cuar.es, Betts st. St George's, boot Manufac- 
turer High Vourt Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 

Wicurams, Eowarp ARTHUR, oF a came Victualler 
Chester Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 


Amended notice substituted . or that published in 
the London Gaze‘te of Feb 8 : 


Cuzesweicut, Rosz Emity, Birmingham, Dressmaker 
Birmingham Pet Febi Ord Feb 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apzt Grorce, Cheltenham, Theatrical Manager Feb 21 
at 3.15 County Court, Cheltenham 

BENNION, GEORGE whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Auctione-r Feb 19 at 11.30 Off Ree, 39, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Best, THEODORE ALFRED, Sheldwick, Kent, Baker Feb 3 
atilt Off Rec, 63, “astle et, Uanterbury 

Bitsosr, Hersert CHaRLes, Kidderminster, Confectioner 
Feb 19 at 245 G A Weston, Solicitor, Church st, 
Kidderminster 

Bricas, Exiis. Margate, Assistant Teacher Feb 28 at 9 
68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Bry a, Tuomas, Rainford, mon pute Feb 20 at 2 

ff Rec, 35. Vict ria st, Liverp 

Burcoyye, Hewry, — Cutt ry  peb 2lat11 Off Res, 
81, Manor row, Bradford 

Bveiey, Ricnarp Otley, York, Plumber Feb 19 at ll 

Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
CaRTMAN, Joun, 9 Lines Feb 19 at 2 Off Reo, 


Trinity House In, Hull 

CavenpisH, Henry Awnson, Doveridge, Derby Feb 
21 s 230 Court house, 20, St Peter's Church yd, 
Derby 

De.evante, Cuartes Joszrn, Kingsbridge, Devon, 
Licensed Victualler Febat2i 11 6, Atheneum 
ter ,Plymouth 


Fawort’ vt, AtBeRt, Barnsley, Yorks, Bank Manager 
Feb 19 at 10.15 Off ng st, Barnsley 

Friowitt, Harry, Voneaster, Builder Feb 19 at 3 Off Reo, 
Figtree la, Bheffi-ld 

Hacon, James NEALE, ys out m, Clerk Feb 26 at 12 
Bankruotcy bidgs, Care: 

Hanes, “a EL, Seabee, H ruit Salesman Feb 20 at 

2.30 Uff Rec, Byrom st, ‘Manchester 

Suan nee Wi.uiau, Wimblington, Cambridge, 
Labourer Feb 22 at 11.45 Law Courts, New mi, 
Peterborough 

Hart, Hersert Lewis, Kilburn, Insurance Agent Feb 22 
at230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hersert, Horace Percivat, Bradford, Stationer Feb 21 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Manor 7. Bradford 

Hor ~ Ricuagp, Ramagate, wilder Feb 25 at 2.30 

ankruptcy b'dgs, Carey o- 

Hows E, James Henry, Seeduunt, , Cheshire, Innkeeper Feb 
19 at il Off Rec, County ycaaben, Market pl. stockport 

Jackson, Henry, Dews ury, Journeyman Basket Maker 
Feb 21 atiz Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Jackson, JAMES JEREMIAH, a Labourer Feb 20 at 
ll Athenseum ter, Piym 

auckland. Durham Feb 19 at 
Sunderland 

Milliner Feb 19 at 12 

96, Temple chmbrs, ‘Temple av 

Water Euwae | Des ALD, Shepherd’s Bush, 

Zo at 1 


Jounson, oye a 
3.30 
JONES Boda | aoe 


off; 
Know _es, 
Giass Dealer Feb 
Law, Wit.iam, Cleo 
Feb 21 at 11.80 Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 
Muxts. Bensamry, Old Fletton, ‘Huntington, Builder Feb 
22 at 11.30 Law Courts, Newrd Peterborough 
ones, Eyocu, Old bill, ag — x Feb 19 at ll 


ff Rec, Wolverhampton st, 

PaLmER, ALFRED er ry "a 11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

ia a JosspH, Walsall, Malleable Iron Founder Feb 21 

1.80 Of Rec, Walsall 

Sisae phn Llanferres, or Ruthin, Duttpe, Sane 
Feb 20at4 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, ‘ 

Pore, Frepexick, Lastingbam, nr Sinnington, Yorks Feb 19 
at11.30 74, Newborough, Scarborvugh 

Porz, Georae : wade. Beds, Parmer Feb 91 at il 

CU & Haliiley, itor, Mill st, Bedford 

Puck, Rayucep Avrabre, Bexhill, 5 aaatey Proprietors 
Feb 19 at 816 Sackville Hotel, Bex’ 

Roseats, W J, Volwyn Bay, ena, hs, Tailor Feb 20 at 2 
Cryyt chmbrs E.stgate row, Chester 

Saw _ oa. Liverpool, Merchant Feb 20 at 12 Of 

Victoria st. Liverpool 

Bousire ‘Gunnin, Fleetwood, Lancs, Ship Broker Feb 21 
atl ff Rec, 14, Chapel st. Prestun 

Simms, Buscantta Hewsey Craven, and Wattrzr Sims, 
poate, * eee Feb 21 at 11 Off Ro, 

8, Ba 


SwaLweE.t, Jouy. wen Hartlepool, Grocer Feb 19 at 3 

Off Rec, 26, John ss, Sunderland 
Bares, Freperick J. AmEs, Warwick x 96, Maida Vale, Mantle 
—r wae Feb 21 at Bankruptcy bidgs, 


fon 
‘Warsor, — Bradford, Wood Turner Feb20at11 Of 
Reo, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
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=" ter, Licensed Victualler | Hacon, James Neate, U; Clerk 
Wrtuam, , Semen —pes 8 apg A ee yy Ay Ledger High 
“ale 7 Moa, Butcher Feb 19 at Som, & Sensane Lewis. a Agent High 
3 136, High st, Merthyr Tydfil r etF.b4 Ord Feb9 

ADJUDICATIONS. Joni. Canoutwe Butz Ealing, Milliner Brentford Pet 
a ah t- a Grocer Stoke upon Kasiine Frank, Derby, Plumber Derby Pet Feb9 Ord 

e 
Dae eae upon Hull Pet Reb S. Ore Fes, | K#NDALL Gronox Atanan, Bishopagnte i 
7 
Defrome Pet Feb 9 Ora eb 9 Frome, Somerset, Farrier | k.owres Watter Henry Donate, wr 574 i 
G 7 e) 

pons ml Auto| Genre pF Pt 
Buicas, Ex1is, Ma t Teacher Canterbury | tenon, Groses Hexry, Rhyl, Fiints, Laundry Proprietor 


Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb ee Ord 
Brows, Joszpn Berays, Jonn Witi1am Brown. and Manniorn, ¢ Gnona: ngs Feb 8 Lancs, Clerk Stock- 
port Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 


FESDERIOE See Se, G4 ~~ 
facturers rthampton Pet Jan e 
Brw ATER. Tavis Aberavon, Gam, Licensed Victualler me = eS Taunton, Hotel Keeper Taunton 
Neath and sbergav-n Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 Purirsox. James, Kendal, Cycle M dal 
me Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 
BRE’ 


CockER, eee Bolton, Baker Bolton Pet Feb 7 
cg heed w iJ, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Tailor Bangor 
| 


Wauams, THomAs, Al 





Coox, Gxonox, peptone, Grocer Burnley Pet Jan Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb 6 
2% Ord Fe 
ConswELL, ALFRED Joserxu, Crondéall. ne | com, Lng oh a Fate Dealers fy 


Grocer Guidford PetJan11 Ord Feb Rebs Ord Feb 6 


Cowurs Witt1am Benry, Bedminster, Bristol Bristol | | Sreap, Exzanog. Farnworth in Widnes, Lancs, Chemist 
Pet Jan2 Ort Feb7 i P-t Feb8 a Feb 6 

Davies, Witt1am Paris, Carmarthen, Builder Care | Tipper, wey Epwarp, Stoke car Con- 
merthen Pet Feb? Ord Feb7 Stoke upon Trent Pet} rebs 8 * onl Fe Feb 8 ‘. 


Pet Feb ? Ord . 9 N b, Tra Driver | Se Fer Ord ras 8 
E:sraoop, Aurarp WittiaM, Norwic' noe | Wiaerns, ALBERT Epwarp pew ly ‘leath rd, Bote 
Norwich Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 ga, Licensed icensed Victualler High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord 


Evcianp, ee ee Chemical Merchant High | 
art tt Dec ‘eb 
Sem. ae JENKIN, Winchester, Nurseryman Win- Wr Ghester Pet Feb'd Ord | Licensed Victualler 
chester Pet Jan16 Ord Feb8 
FeaTuerstox, Henry, Stanhope, Durham, Miner | Amended notice ay tee for that published in the 
Durhem “Pet Feb 8 Ord Feb 8 iene leat | - London ( Gazette of Nov. 23: nia 
Fisuze, Benny James, Ki ea psi icitor Hig ‘TANBRIDGE, aRy Nasa, ‘ar ™. 
Court Pet Dec2i 0; Feb 9 Surrey, ‘Coal Merchants Croydon Bet Nov 14 Ord 
Fizroner, Freperic AvGusTUS a Belper, aan, Mar 13 
Ord | Amended notice substituted for r that published in the 
Dowie, Ha Harry, Doncaster, Builder Sheffield Pet Jan 4 Chinaeimanaaien. a a ing! D , 


ductor 
Er, Wittiam, Hanley, Wholesale Ironmonger Hanley | Topp, Joun, and Grorcr Henry Pawns 
ick, Coal Dealers 








— Schoolmaster Derby Pet Feb 
tee Amprosz, Accrington, Solicitor | Birmingham PetFeb1 Ord Feb5 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Weer, Aveustus Orci, Burlington rd, Westbourne pk, 
oy Accountant High Court Adjud May 23,1898 Annul 
Dec 13, 1900 


Pe ag 
Pr ston Pet Feb? Ord P+b 9 

Gaay, Toomas Hepry, Gt Yarmouth, Corn Merchant Gt | 
Yarmouth Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 

Guzset, Bowarp. Stourbridge, Worcester, 

_ Tate Btourbeldge en Feb 4 Oue Feb ae 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIiIEFH ASSURANOE SOOIETYT. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 








Funds exceed - - - £3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Psu for NEW PROSPEOCTOS, containing full information and other important 
terations, to 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’ S INN FIELDS, LONDON. | 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


A Large Stock of Srgendtant, Sagests and Text-books 
always on on Sale. 
'e” No Statutes 





= SOME CHEAP REPORTS. oe | 


Law Reports (Tur), 1876 to 1892, pours and complete ; 
ll ae cloth (Statutes half-calf) £32. 
—_— 890 to 1897, inel e and » With Statutes ; 

von, full calf. 2 
Law JouRNAL Reports, 1823 to 1861, with M: tes’ 

Cases, &c. ; 58 vols., half-calf (Digests in bounty sound 

condition, but binding somewhat shelf-worn. £22. 





M2,¢. SPU SPURLING, M.A., B.C.1. (Oxford 
late Scholar of Christ 
Editor of Eleventh Haition SSuaith’s Mauual of Oomaoe 
Law,” Barrister-at-La’ > PREPARE for the 
Bar and all University 1 Law Examinations by Day, Even- 
& Eeatsination, 1900,—€8 cont up, 6F paseo’, 14 obtain 
tag 0 Gesens Coe. 
ae’ Senainalion, 1900.—10 (all those sent up) 


ere 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEOS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 
LA a Par, yt 11 years’ ex- 


perience Con: 
Count; ty ; salary —B. B., 
88, Crescen: Crescent-road, Tunbridge Wells. 


| Ae. — — Solicitor (24; etmitted) Desizes 


ip in Town or 
routine 

















Crm, Coe Bree Copying. mapeetting (parch wah 
HL rtaper = 2. | Aes 94, West- 


ise ‘Walworth. 


M AGING CLERK tae Ben srapir tet 
ment ; i ee ", rere; Sat 


” Office, 27 Chancery-lane, W.0. 


O SOLICITORS or EXECUrORS — 
Solicitor (34), excellent references. Requires Suc- 
cession, through death or otherwise.— W., 73, Northbrook- 
street, Newbury, B-rks. 


ILL the Gctictior who . inautived for a 
Family at A . 
his Address Ay BowDex, 1, eoiord wean ee 
bourne-grove, London, W. ? 

















URSUANT to an Order of the Chancery 
Division of the Court of Justice made in the 
Matter of the Trusts of Will of the late Edward Black- 
deceased, and in an Action . Castell 


CE I ee 
( and Gursemes, edldsennes.and Seseriptions, the 
full particulars claims, a statement of their 








English Lo 
poo gy eg 


Recommended.—141, 





DP osret Tenght by Dr. E. BEssz, of the 
of Amsterdam, 11, Upper Bedford-place, 





100, CHANCERY LANE & CARBY STREET. 
Revisep Reports (Ts), vols, 1 to 47, half-calf (an origina! 


subscripti the holder ‘to _ 
Tle atu each intend fe net) nn aw.” | P Oger nyrnaae Prasbald bata gilding 6 good 
WiILDyT & Sows, present return — 4 having great prospective ise from 


Livooty’s-mmw A ,c % . | embraces an area of about 170 acres; 
y’s-INN ARCHWAY, CaREy-8sTREET, Lonpox, W.C quite o a oa 


fountages of upwards of a 7 maialy to a ieee to 
Lendon, and abuts upon the L. T. and 8, Ry. ; a portion of 
fhe lent eect n Bese ciate aie Ne a requir- 





Now ready, price 3s. 6d. net. 


FIRST ELEMENTS of PROCEDURE 


By T. BATY, Barrister-at-Law. 


“We would heartily recommend the book to _the notice 
of all persons having to do with the of the 


locality for cot! 
ing sme of aus artes ae 
rf —_—— ah sent rent 





curriculum of the Universities, It is admirably tenant paying ing all ow price, 
for insertion in the first year’s legal instraction.” fresbod, £14,000 000.—For poping jormation apply, Messrs. 
Law Times. Keusury, Surveyors and Land Agents, Bishopsgate-street 


Lonaon : EFFINGHAM WILSON, Royat Excuanez, 


Fuvscare & Core, 8 
; vreats & Cops, 8, Orchard-street. 


PARENTS and GUARDIANS. —A Lad 


Desires the e of a little Girl, to board 
educate with her own; highest references.—Address, 247, 
Safe Deposit, Leeds. 








RERHOLD Ae eee of £39, 
100; i cevendon te Gree ote pur eae & 85; = 
jm —Full particulars, Mesars, 








ORTGAGES. —A Firm of Ausionsen, 


ANTED, No. 47 of Vol. XLVI. of the fag sugnorel Gosaetiies © Ofer on 
Fe My Sime og ed their 
having Funds available.—Write G., care of Smiths, 
51, Moorgate-street. 


Weekly Reporter, WITH ie Seareem, 
be paid 


Sr Cats 4, Dat copy wil 


dated 
a for same at the Office, 
, Chancery: 








aaa & GROUND ERTS for Sale, 


ete an eee 
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OTICE of REMOVAL. LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. Fet 


The PVPLOYER* . 9 Hee 
and King | 














Por Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introduc- 
requiring above, apply to 














C°\RPORATION (Limited), late of 84 tions to Gentlemen DGE&CO0 ‘ 
wan dae ‘have REMOVED thelr J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
n } . 
HOMOVORIA EMD WNRMNT: Eoodon BO.” | 63 cheery nd 7, Gray’s-inn-place, W.C ee ae 
, Chan -lane, and 7, Gray’s-inn-p , W.C. 
pa ale ns inal + NpPamenta ig PRINTERS. LITHOGRAPHERGS. 
AMILTON HOUSE, Victoria Emkank- P 
ment, B™. (corner of ag me). 
LIGHT and FPACIOUS OFFIC an ae LET. Lift to all 
Hem, Gimas-sormn DALRYMPLE HOME. a i 
The Employers’ Lisbitity Aseurance Corporation (Limited), RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. GoprrE 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. sea 
AMILTON HOUSE. Victoria Embank- | Terms &., spply to, | ioe 
ment. E.C. ( of Templ Y ‘ 
ROOMS to TET suitable ‘or Arbi-rations, Meeting pe Deileds Seperiatentent, 
Creditors, Boards of Directors, &., &c. INEBRIETY. 3 
Sea oard-room attached, for Meetings of Sharcholaers, | MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
The Bplay’ Linh Aeraranoe Corporation (Lite) “attendant: J, HEADLEY. NEAL SOLICITORS’ DEED BOXE 
le y Aseurance Dn ’ Medical Attendant: J. papi ey NEA B., 
At ahove adress. MB. 0. aE. Inebreey ey . RILEY, Aare os g, TO 
nee 2 - 
ITY OF SHEFFIELD.—LOANS.—The Legal and edical References. Grteebent oallinties Prices from 8/6 each. 
Corpo ation of > are engaged in = —_ apply iiss RILEY, or the Principal. —_——__—_—_—_—__ 
Bieri Light and Power Und veakiny ena OK ene PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. Ilustrated Catalogue free on application. THE Ol 
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Sinking charg’s The tion are also engaged 
aikas aon cok pen of enhamaty Suliban ei 
e 
thereon Capital for thee puvp*ses is required and the 322. High Holborn, W.C. The Companies Acts 1862 to 1900 
Sopentee eve prepard be : — fers of emg of = (and at Lrverroot, Maxonsstser, and Bramincuau), ‘ R FIDELI1 
of the unfertaking and of the District R-t- or on the | LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 4 Bo: 
Rate solely. for perieds not exceeding two years vineial and Foreign SOLICITORS in AUTHORITY I 
or subject to six month’ notice. M rtgages being prepared PATENT matters. : 
ist feo —s oe Seer . a Representatives in all Capitals. Every r-quisite anion @ the ae Acts supplied on the HEAD O 
aNT AND Reorstrar, Town Hall, Sheffield. — shortest notice. 
ae ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.1I.M. E., The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use, 
A 1 f H.M. 8 Cr , D . &c, ved 
OLICTTORS, MORTOAGHES snd Other. dt rat" -M. Patent Oftoce | Snasx Oracoricarsa, Deatxrunes., ke engrave and xX 
SS dee a ante cs oe een a | Se nd Regis ease Opinions = Solicitore’ Aesount Books, 7 
La te ’ 
@0 miles; introductory fees if arranged in advances | % 0 Bovelty. RICHARD FLINT & CO, = 
’ Stationers, Printera, Eagravers, Registration Agents, &,, 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. BRAND & CO. Ss 49, FLEET orREse. LONDON, E.C. Pree of THE 
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THE IMPERIAL = COMPANY SPECI ALTI ES Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
LIMITED. le odaiilaae 
Established 1893, For INVALI DS. NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE &, Mor' 
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MEAT JUICE, &c., 
1 i Of all Chemists and Grocers. 
: . BRAND & CO., LTD., ‘MAYFAIR, «& mptsars 
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i Judicial Bench. Corporation of London, &c. | THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 
i petit Eo Bale 
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